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TUESDAY, JULY 12, 1955 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m. in room 457, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Price Daniel (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Daniel and Welker. 

Also present: C. Aubrey Gasque, subcommittee counsel, and 
W. L. Speer, subcommittee investigator. 

Senator Danret. The committee will come to order. 

The purpose of this series hearings, which will continue through the 
week or until completed, is to secure for the committee the picture of 
the narcotic problem as it exists in the District of Columbia. 

According to evidence already adduced, it would appear that on a 
population basis we have in the District as many addicts or more 
addicts than any other city in the country. However, as Com- 
missioner Anslinger explained, that could be due to the fact that there 
is a better reporting system here in the District than in the other 
cities of the country. At least, we do know that the problem as it 
exists in the District today is one which needs attention and we are 
glad to have witnesses before us who will give the committee recom- 
mendations as to what the Congress might do about solving this 
problem. 

Our first witness if Chief of Police Robert V. Murray. 

Chief, will you come forward. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to 
this subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the United States 
Senate will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

Chief Murray. I do, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF ROBERT V. MURRAY, CHIEF OF POLICE, METRO- 
POLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator DanigL. State your name for the record and your official 
title, Chief Murray. ~ 

Chief Murray. Robert V. Murray, Chief of Police, Metropolitan 
Police Department, Washington, D. C. 

Senator Danie. How long have you been Chief of Police? 

Chief Murray. Since December of 1951. 
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Senator Danre,. Now, you may proceed with your statement, 
and then we will interrupt you or ask you questions when it is over. 

Chief Murray. All right. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to have 
the privilege of appearing before the subcommittee to represent 
Commissioner Spencer, of the District of Columbia. 

Commissioner Spencer was unable to be here due to his appearance 
before another Senate committee. However, I am sure he joins me 
in welcoming the study and investigation to be made by this group 
to correct any weaknesses in legislative or administrative procedures 
that will improve enforcement of the narcotics laws. 

I will support the work of this committee in any way possible and, 
as you are aware, I have assigned Captains Layton and Thoman, 
both with much experience in this field, to work with the staff of the 
committee to assist in the preparation for these hearings. 

When I took office in December of 1951, I fully realized the im- 
portance of a strong narcotics squad to cope with this vicious traffic. 
Knowing that in many cases the volume of crime in the city is directly 
related to the number of addicts and amount of narcotics traffic, I 
immediately reorganized the narcotics squad and emphasized enforce- 
ment of narcotic laws. 

In March 1952 Captain Layton was placed in command of the 
squad and was permitted to choose his own men. The number of 
aa in the squad was increased and specialized training was given to 
them. 

Senator Dante. Did you receive any assistance from the Bureau 
of Narcotics in training your men? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. They have worked very closely. In 
fact, the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and our narcotic squad have 
worked almost as one unit. 

Needless to say, the efficiency of the squad was raised considerably. 
Briefly, the result of this concentrated emphasis produced the fol- 
lowing: From 357 arrests for violation of the drug laws in the fiscal 
year 1951 to 767 in 1952. Arrests increased in 1953 to 1,099, and 
last year rose to 1,305. 

This, of course, was not accomplished alone. Much of the credit 
belongs to the United States attorney’s office and the cooperation 
received from the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. 

What relationship did this increased activity in the narcotics situa- 
tion have to crime in general? In the last 2 years the District has 
enjoyed reduction in serious crimes of 15 percent and 10 percent, 
respectively, while crime nationally has risen about 5 percent each 
year. 

I do not say that our work in the narcotics field has accomplished 
this entirely, but I certainly feel that it was a big contributing factor 
in reducing crime in the District. 

Senator Dantet. I might say to you, Chief Murray, that the same 
testimony was given us in Philadelphia. The authorities there felt 
that they had a really definite decrease in general crime in Phila- 
delphia due to the heavy penalties and enforcement work that they 
had done on narcotics. They had taken about 200 peddlers off the 
street. @ “=! wa 


_ Chief Murray. I think it has a great effect on your rate of crime, 
sir. 
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Senator Dante. Do you think that narcotic traffic contributes to 
other crime in general? 

Chief Murray. I am certain that it does. 

Senator Daniet. What offenses in particular? 

Chief Murray. Shoplifting, housebreaking, purse snatchings, rob- 
beries. We have arrested many addicts who committed crimes be- 
cause of the drug habit. 

The figures for fiscal year 1955 are not yet available, but indications 
are that the number of arrests for violations of the drug laws have be- 
gun to decrease. I hasten to add that this is not because of our let- 
up in enforcement or deemphasis in this field, but we feel that it is 
because of the fact that between 250 and 300 narcotic peddlers have 
been removed from the streets of our city each year during the past 
3 years. 

‘In addition, some 40 addicts have been committed by the District 
of Columbia to the Public Health Service hospital in Lexington, Ky. 

At this time I would like to point out that it was through the efforts 
of a committee similar to this that this law was enacted which enabled 
us to send addicts to Lexington for treatment. The limit provided 
by this law is set at 50 at any one time, and we hope to take advantage 
of this act to the extent provided. 

I would not wish to convey the idea that we now do not have a 
narcotics situation in the District of Columbia that requires the same 
vigilant enforcement. We most certainly do, and as long as there is a 
possibility that others may be drawn into this life of misery, we shall 
not relax. 

I sincerely believe that the narcotic picture in the District of 
Columbia is much improved, but I wholeheartedly welcome and sup- 
port the efforts of this committee in attempting to correct any weak- 
nesses and improved laws and procedures for combating this evil. 

I have brought with me today Capt. John B. Layton, Capt. Todd 
Thoman, and Detective Sgt. Joseph A. Gabrys. These men have 
actively engaged in enforcement of the narcotic laws and will testify 
regarding enforcement, organization, the handling of addicts and 
peddlers, and other related matters. 

I think that between us we will be able to answer any questions you 
gentlemen might wish to ask. 

Senator Danrext. Thank you, Chief Murray. 

Senator Welker? 

Senator Wetxker. Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure to have 
Chief Murray before us again. When I first came to the Senate of 
the United States I met Chief Murray as a working policeman when 
T sat as a member of the Neely committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I have known many police officers in my lifetime. 
They have appeared for me and they have appeared against me, 
but I know of no policeman, whether he be a chief of police or a 
man on a beat that merits a greater honor and integrity than the 
Chief of Police of the Washington Metropolitan Police; namely, 
the witness now before the committee. 

Chief Murray. Thank you. 

Senator Wertxer. He is truly a policeman’s policeman. He 
had every job, I think, known to the Metropolitan Police. He has 
brought a new look to the Metropolitan Police Department. He has 
given them life and he has given them vigor. I think he overem- 

































































































































































































































































810 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 





phasizes the fact that somebody else played a part in the crime 
reduction here in the District. 

I want to pay that tribute to you, Chief Murray, because I know 
you and your wonderful organization richly deserve it, and I know 
many of the brickbats you have had to dodge and take in the public 
life that is yours. Now with that background, showing you my 
esteem and affection for you personally and for your entire depart- 
ment, I merely want to ask you a couple of questions. 

Chief Murray, throughout the Nation, back in the days of the 
Neely committee, the District of Columbia received some very bad 
publicity with respect to the drug addiction and sale and use of 
drugs here in the District. You ‘have told us of what you have 
done. Yet I will ask you if it is not a fact, Chief, that within the 
last year or two these recent vicious crimes by serious violators, such 
as murder, attempted rape, and so forth—some | believe are yet un- 
solved—that that could in any way be attributed to the narcotic 
addiction of the guilty person? 

Chief Murray. Senator, I believe that a large proportion of our 
serious crimes are committed by addicts. 

Senator WELKER. Now, as a matter of fact, you know as a working 
policeman, that the effect of narcotics on an individual breaks down 
his will to resist, gives him false nerve and makes him think he is 
smart when he is really just a fool; gets himself into situations where 
normal human courage would never permit him to get into that 
situation; is that correct, Chief? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, I expect to interrogate Captain Layton 
later on with respect to the work that he is doing, but I will ask you 
this final question. 

Chief Murray, is it not a fact that you personally spend many 
hours of each day supervising the work of Captain Layton and seeing 
what we are doing within the District on the subject matter of nar- 
cotics and the violation thereof? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. I spend a great deal of my time on that 
phase of our work and on our detective bureau w ork, on our traffic 
work. I try to give a little attention to all of it, Senator. 

Senator Wexer. I have noted, since we had the Neely committee 
sitting, I believe in this room, there have been some drastic changes 
in the narcotics setup here within your department—— 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Changes brought about by terrible publicity to 
the District of Columbia; yes, terrible publicity to the law enforce- 
ment agencies all over the land. I commend you for that, Chief 
Murray. Let me say again, it has been a pleasure to have you before 
us. 

Chief Murray. Thank you very much, Senator Welker. 

Senator Danreu. Chief Murray, there are 889 addicts reported 
from the District to the Bureau of Narcotics. Do you have in your 
department the names of all these addicts? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir, of all known to the police. 

Senator Danie_. And you know, then, where these 889 addicts 
are located? 

Chief Murray. I think so. 
Senator Danrev. Based on the last report you have on them? 
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Chief Murray. Yes, sir; we have a sheet on each one known to the 
police, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Now, are these narcotic addicts who have come 
to the attention of your department? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre,. And I suppose that all of them have come to 
the attention of vour officers or the Bureau of Narcotics. Are there 
any other enforcement agencies that would have these reports except 
your office and the Bureau of Narcotics? 

Chief Murray. I believe any law enforcement agency that came 
in contact with a narcotics case would report that fact to the Federal 
Bureau of Narcotics, as we do. 

Senator Danie... Yes. But here in the District, I suppose those 
agencies would be your department and the local Bureau of Narcotics 
agency itself, the local agency? 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Now, what would be your estimate as to the 
number of additional addic ‘ts, probably within the District, that have 
not come to your attention? Have you ever made an estimate of that? 

Chief Murray. Senator, I do not believe I could do that, because 
the only ones we know of are those that have come to the attention 
of the police, and we sometimes arrest a man for some other charge 
and he may go through our hands to court and to jail and we will 
find out then that he is an addict or user of narcotics. But that 
takes in all institutions in the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and our 
own department, that 887 figure. There probably are others that we 
do not know about. 

Senator Dantev. Yes; and you have no way of knowing that? 

Chief Murray. I would not want to make an estimate on that. 

Senator Danie. You have not made an estimate on that? 

Chief Murray. No, sir. 

Senator DanteLt. Commissioner Anslinger did say that you have 
got a prompt reporting system here, and it is probable that you have 
reported a greater percentage of drug addicts from the District than 
have been reported from other cities in the country. 

Chief Murray. Mr. Chairman, I submit that we do have a metic- 
ulous reporting system. I do not know about all cities—I know 
some cities have a similar reporting system, but I think there are 
a great many cities that do not. 

Senator Danrev. Yes. There are a great many of them that seem 
to be a little lax about getting these reports to the Bureau. One other 
question, Chief Murray. I notice the arrests and convictions for 
1953: 309 arrests and 163 convictions in the District. Do you have 
any comment on the difference in those figures? Why would there 
be only 163 convictions out of 309 arrests? 

Chief Murray. Mr. Chairman, I would prefer to let Captain 
Layton comment on that. 

Senator Danreu. That is fine. 

Chief Murray. But it was my opinion that of the men who were 
charged with the sale of narcotics, our rate of conviction was up in 
the nineties, 90 percent. So I will let him explain that particular 
phase of it. I doubt that that is a correct figure. 

Senator Danret. These are the figures reported by the Bureau but 
we will wait and ask Captain Layton. 
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Chief Murray. I think our rate is very high convictions in nar- 
cotic cases. In fact, in talking to Mr. Leo Rover, he indicated it 
was way up in the 90 percent. 

Senator Daniet. Yes. You would prefer that we ask Captaia 
Layton about that? 

Chief Murray. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. Senator Welker has another question. 

Senator WELKER. Just one more question. Chief Murray, I have 
not talked to you or conversed with you about your testimony here 
today. Based upon my esteem of you and your regime, I would like 
to ask you a couple of questions with respect to one of the funda- 
mental things that the committee has been trying to get from witnesses 
who have the knowledge in the cities that we have appeared. 

Chief, is it your opinion that narcotics and the narcotic peddler and 
the user will be driven out of business by prompt and vigorous 
prosecution? 

Chief Murray. And added to that, severe sentences, yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkEeR. That is what I wanted to get at. 

Chief Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. And you are, I take it, without criticizing the 
judiciary in the District, satisfied with the penalties meted out by 
the judiciary? 

Chief Murray. Senator, I would like to say that I would like to 
compliment the judiciary in that they have imposed some very good 
sentences in narcotic sale. In recent months I think our sentences 
have been very good, much better then they used to be. 

Senator WeLker. I am convinced of that from the last time I had 
you before us. Now, how about bail-bond artists who appear in jail. 
Do you have any trouble with people who are down there seeking to 
get freedom of the pusher or peddler just as soon as he is arrested? 

Chief Murray. Well, it is my understanding, Senator, that the 
bonds on narcotic peddlers are usually so high that bondsmen are not 
too anxious to risk taking them out. I do not think that many of 
them get out on bond. 

Senator WeLKer. We had a rather interesting case in Philadelphia, 
where some rather anxious gentlemen held the sack on a man that 
did not see fit to come back to court. 

I am glad that you brought that into the record, Chief, because I 
am certain that the chairman of this committee and the Senator from 
Idaho agree that prompt prosecution, vigorous prosecution, and heavy 
penalties are the only things that a dope peddler fears. | 

Chief Murray. I think that is the answer, sir, to the problem. 

Senator Wexrker. In fact, there is a movement throughout the 
United States, and this committee has received many, many letters 
advocating much stiffer sentences than any that I have ever heard 
of in the prosecution of narcotic violations. Many of them advocate 
life imprisonment for the man who peddles a toxic, poisonous narcotic 
such as heroin. 

The American people throughout the land have written to; his 
committee along that line. 

Chief Murray. Senator, I would like to state that in my opinion 
there is no criminal lower than the narcotic peddler, and the more 
severe the sentence, the better. 

Senator Wetker. Thank you very much, Chief Murray. 
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Senator Daniet. Mr. Counsel, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Gasque. No. 

Senator DanigeL. Thank you very much, Chief. 

Chief Murray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. May I be excused? 
I have to go over to another committee hearing, a pay-bill hearing. 

Senator Daniet. Yes. And you will leave Captain Layton and 
Captain Thoman with us? 

Chief Murray. Right. 

Senator Daniex. Will the following persons answer to their names 
in response to the subpenas of this subcommittee. 

Troy Ingle. 

Mr. Ineue. Here. 

Senator Danie. William Douglas? 

Mr. Dovetas. Here. 

Senator Danret. All right. 

For the record there is also a witness present who has responded to 
the subcommittee’s subpena, but whose name we wiill not call until 
the committee has an opportunity to determine whether or not the 
witness will be allowed to testify without identifying her name. 

Mr. Robert E. McLaughlin. 

Is Commissioner McLaughlin here? 

A Voricr. Not yet, sir. 

Senator Danrext. Captain Layton. 

Captain Layron. Here. 

Senator Danizx. Will you come forward, please, sir. 

Captain Thoman. 

Captain Toman. Here. 

Senator Danret. Do you want to come up to the table and we 
will swear both of you at the same time. And Detective Joseph 
Gabrys. 

Mr. Grasrys. Here, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the 
testimony you are about to give to this subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee of the United States Senate will be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Captain Layton. I do. 

Captain THoman. I do. 

Sergeant Gasrys. I do. 

Senator DanreLt. You may be seated, gentlemen, all of you there 
at the table. 


TESTIMONY OF CAPT. JOHN B. LAYTON, MORALS DIVISION, 
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT; ACCOMPANIED BY 
CAPT. TODD 0. THOMAN AND DETECTIVE SGT. JOSEPH A 
GABRYS, METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 


Senator Daniet. Captain Layton, will you identify yourself by 
giving us your name and present official position? 

Captain Layton. John B. Layton, captain, Morals Division of 
the Metropolitan Police Department. 

Senator DanreL. How long have you been with the Metropolitan 
Police Department, Captain Layton? 

Captain Layton. Since March of 1936. 
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Senator Daniet. And in what capacities have you served? 

Captain Layton. I have served in the homicide squad, sex squad, 
pawn office of the Detective Bureau, special investigations squad, the 
narcotics squad, and at the present time am in charge of the gambling 
and liquor squad. 

Senator Danret. Now, how long were you in charge of the narcotics 
squad? 

Captain Layton. From March of 1952 until October 1953. 

Senator Dantet. Were you in charge of the reorganization of the 
narcotics squad? 

Captain Layton. I was, sir. 

Senator DanreLt. Now, a moment ago Senator Welker spoke of the 
terrible publicity which has been centered upon the District because of 
the narcotics problem here. Actually, they had a terrible problem in 
that period, and I know that is what Senator Welker was referring to. 
The publicity was bad because the truth about it was that prior to 
1952 you had a very serious narcotics problem in the District, is that 
not correct? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dante... And you even had one or more officers on the 
narcotics force charged with violations of the narcotics laws; is that 
true? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Weiker. In fact, you had the two keymen; did you not, 
Captain? 

Captain Layron. Yes, sir; the man in command of the squad and 
the second in command of the squad. 

Senator WELKER. Verv well. 

Senator Danie. Now, since your reorganization of the narcoties 
squad, of course, I think everyone recognizes that there has been an 
improvement. But do you consider that the narcotics problem in the 
District of Columbia today is still a serious problem? 

Captain Layton. I do consider that it is still a serious problem. 

Senator Dantet. Do you agree that other crimes are related 
directly or indirectly to drug addiction in the District? 

Captain Layton. I do, sir. 

Senator Dante. Will you explain that and elaborate on it, Captain? 
You have been on the homicide squad and other squads of the Metro- 
politan Police Department. Just tell us in your own words what 
effect vou think narcotic conditions and the narcotics traffic have on 
crime in general and the various types of crime in the District. 

Captain Layton. I think primarily the need for narcotic drugs 
and the exorbitant price that is asked for narcotic drugs drives 
and keeps the narcotic addict in criminal activities in order to supply 
his habit. We know from medical testimony that the person who 
becomes addicted to narcotic drugs builds up a tolerance, and it is 
necessary for him to increase his intake of narcotic drugs in order 
to keep the same level that he had previously by a smaller amount, 
a smaller intake 

The capsules of heroin, which is the main drug that is being sold 
in the illicit traffic here in the District, are selling for a price of about 
$1.50 a capsule. Addicts at first may be only using 2 or 3 of those 
capsules per day. Later on we had some of them that went as high 
as 25 of those capsules a day, so that it might be necessary for the 
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addict to have for his supply, $20, $30, or $40 a day to supply that 
habit. Therefore, it keeps him in criminal activities, thefts of various 
kinds, robbery at times, housebreaking, and other petty thievery, 
shoplifting, breaking into automobiles, and females in prostitution in 
order to supply their habit. 

Senator Danieu. Do you find that prostitution goes hand in hand 
with narcotic addiction in the District? 

Captain Layron. Very much so. 

Senator Daniet. Have you ever tried to estimate any figures on 
it? In Philadelphia and New York we found out that it was thought 
that a majority of the prostitution could be traced directly or in- 
directly to drug addiction, or else that the addiction grew out of 
prostitution; but in most instances they told us that many women 
turned to prostitution in order to get enough money to satisfy their 
drug habit. Whbat has your observation been here in the District 
on that? 

Captain Layron. I think that is a fair statement. We find that 
many of our female narcotic addicts are engaging in prostitution. 
We find that a great majority of the prostitutes that we know about 
have a narcotic habit. 

Senator DanieL. Now, then, Senator Welker asked a moment ago 
of the Chief about some of the heinous crimes that have been com- 
mitted. You have talked about crimes that are committed in order 
to satisfy the addiction habit and get money to buy drugs. What about 
some of the murders and other crimes? Have you traced some of those 
to drug addicts? 

Captain Layron. Only murders, some murders in our cases which 
were the result of holdup and robbery cases. I can remember one in 
particular where the man that committed the holdup and the murder 
indicated that he had been taking narcotic drugs. There have been 
other holdup men who have indicated they took narcotic drugs for the 
effect that it gives them in allaying any fear that they might have in 
committing the crime that they are engaged in. 

Senator Daniev. There are some drugs, too, that cause a person to 
go completely crazy or lose all sense of balance, such as marihuana or 
some of those others. Have you had any instances where they have 
committed crimes other than for the purpose of getting money 

Captain Layton. There have been some of those; ves, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you think there is a direct relationship between 
crime in general in the District and narcotic addiction and traffic? 

C aptain Layron. I think there is, sir. 

Senator DanreL. And since you have improved the situation here 
in the District, there has been a decrease in the crime rate, at least to 
the extent of the percentages given by Chief Murray? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Now, Chief Murray said that he wanted us to ask 
you rather than him about this question as to the disparity between 
arrests and convictions in the District. Now, I was reading from the 
figures reported to the Bureau of Narcotics, both Federal and local 
arrests and convictions. 

The 1953 figures show arrests of 309; convictions 163. The 1954 
figures show arrests 237; convictions 139. Now, | know part of the 
explanation for that disparity. But could you tell us exactly what 
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in your opinion is the reason why the convictions are so much lower 
than the arrests here in the District? 

Captain Layton. I am sure without having checked previously that 
some of those cases will still be pending in court, that they have not 
been finally disposed of in court. In some few of the cases that we 
take into court, there may not be prosecution. In other words, an 
arrest is made, but for reasons that are satisfactory to the United 
States attorney or to the grand jury, there is no prosecution. I 
would say that happens in only a very small percentage. 

I do know, as Chief Murray mentioned, that of those cases that go 
to trial, the rate of conviction over the past couple of years has been e 
about 90 percent. i 

Senator Danreu. Over the last 2 years? 

Captain Layton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie.. Now, that is of the cases that go to trial? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dante. The convictions have run about 90 percent? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dantrev. But of the persons arrested for narcotics violations, 
the convictions are still rather low, wouldn’t you say? i 

Captain Layton. From the figures that you have quoted? i 

Senator Dante. Yes; the figures that we have. 

Captain Layton. Yes, sir. I think that percentage is low. 

Senator Danter. Now, Captain, the truth about it is, is it not, that 
one reason for this is that in the District you just do not have narcotics 
laws that help law enforcement officers and prosecuting attorneys in 
obtaining convictions, as you have in some of the States in the country? 

Captain Layton. I think in answer to that question, Mr. Chairman, 
that in some of the State jurisdictions the police and prosecutors do 
have more latitude than we do here in the District, in the prosecution 
of cases. 

Senator Danret. You are bound down by several different handi- 
caps in your laws here in the District in relation to narcotic prosecu- 
tions, are you not? 

Captain Layton. I think so, sir. We operate under Federal courts 
and under the Federal rules of procedure which restrict us very closely 
on the matter of searches and seizures. 

Senator Dante. Now, let us go into those handicaps. You have 
named one, but tell us in what way have you been handicapped on 
searches and seizures? 

Captain Layton. It has become necessary for us in order to sub- 
stantiate cases in court that we have an actual buy of narcotic drugs 
in order to give us the probable cause that we need for our warrants. 
In other words, we have had to send urdercover police officers out to 
associate with drug addicts and to use some of them as informers, 
and in that way obtain an actual buy of narcotic drugs. Based on 
that buy, then, we are able to satisfy the court as to the probable 
cause for the issuance of warrants. 

Now, that situation is not always true in all of the States. There 
are some of the States where it is my understanding that on informa- 
tion alone a police officer may make an arrest for narcotic drugs. 

Senator Danret. And you feel that under the present law on 
searches and scizures and the rulings of the courts, you are handi- 
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capped considerable in making searches and investigations of suspected 
narcotic peddlers? 

Captain Layton. We are, sir. 

Senator Danret. And then in making cases and in getting your 
evidence before the court for convictions, you find the same handicap, 
I suppose. 

Captain Layton. Yes, sir. It goes right along. It is necessary 
for us to provide that actual buy of narcotic drugs in order to satisfy 
the court. 

Senator Danie. Senator Welker? 

Senator Weikxer. Mr. Chairman, Captain Layton, I wish you 
would testify for the record, Captain, with respect to your experience, 
directing your testimony toward the District of Columbia addiction 
laws and addict laws. 

Captain Layron. Yes, sir. In June of 1953 a bill was passed by 
this Congress, or the Congress in session at that time—TI believe the 
83d—providing that when a person was known to the United States 
attorney as a drug user, which was defined in the act, then the United 
States attorney could under that act file a statement with the court, 
and following out the procedure set out in the act that person could 
be committed to the Public Health Service hospital, one of them, 
either at Lexington or Fort Worth. 

That bill became effective 6 months afterward, but we were not able 
to use it until after passage in May of 1954 of an amendment to the 
Public Health Service Act to admit these so-called compulsory treat- 
ment addicts. 

Senator WELKER. Why was that true, Captain? 

Captain Layron. The Public Health Service Act provided for the 
admission to the Public Health Service hospitals of addicts who were 
committed as a result of criminal convictions or voluntary patients. 
It did not provide for the involuntary patients, which were considered 
under this act. 

Senator WELKER. Now proceed. 

Captain Layton. The act itself provides that after that statement 
is filed by the United States attorney, then the addict is notified by 
service of a subpena by the United States marshal to appear for an 
examination. When the addict is located and does appear before 
the court, then he is ordered examined by two physicians, and he can 
be committed, and the practice has been to cominit them to District 
of Columbia General Hospital for that examination. After the ex- 
amination, the physicians, one of whom must be a psychiatrist, 
report back to the court. 

On a hearing, then, the judge, if he determines that the individual 
is in fact a drug user, can order him committed to the Public Health 
Service hospital. He remains there until the director of that hospital 
determines that he has received maximum treatment. He then is 
returned to the court and is required to report to the District Com- 
missioners or their agent for a period of 2 years following that. If 
during that 2-year period he goes back to the narcotic drug habit, 
then the same procedure is begun again. 

Senator WeLKER. Now, Captain, I would like to ask you, Do you 
have an opinion with respect to the weakness or strength of the 
Uniform Narcotics Act for the District of Columbia? 

Captain Layron. Yes, sir. 
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Senator WELKER. Will you state it? 

Captain Layton. I think that the most glaring weakness of the 
Uniform Narcotic Drug Act for the District of Columbia is that 
it does not now cover the synthetic narcotic drugs in the definitions 
of the act. We have been handicapped in the past somewhat by that, 
in that—the section that deals with obtaining narcotic prescriptions 
by misrepresentation or fraud, we do not have a violation if that 
misrepresentation or fraud is done for the purpose of obtaining a 
synthetic narcotic drug, so that we have had cases where we have 
investigated fraud in connection with narcotic prescriptions and 
found that they were written for one of the synthetics, and for that 
reason could not prosecute the individual. 

Senator WreLkER. I am very glad to have that, and I am sure 
Chairman Daniel and I have given that matter a great deal of thought. 
I also want to ask you whether or not this Uniform Narcotic Act 
covers barbiturates. 

Captain Layron. It does not, sir. 

Senator Weiker. And that is a fundamental evil in the narcotics 
system that can be used by one of those persons starting on the 
habit; is that not correct? 

Captain Layron. I sometimes think it is. We find in many times 
in those cases the use of barbiturates is used in conjunction with 
alcohol. 

Senator WELKER. With alcohol? 

Captain Layton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wreiker. Tell us about that, will you? 

Captain Layron. We find alcoholics at times will use barbiturate 
drugs in order to increase the effects that they get from the alcohol. 

Senator Weiker. And that is the way they build up a tolerance, 
then, to the barbiturates? 

Captain Layton. They do, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And they increase the alcohol and they increase 
the barbiturates? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Weiker. As I understand it, the act that you operate 
under now does not cover barbiturates whatsoever unless it is the 
sale of the barbiturate by an unlicensed person; is that correct? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Now, tell me whether or not the act adequately 
provides penalties for the sale and possession of narcotic drugs in the 
case of first offenders. 

Captain Layron. The Uniform Act for all first offenders provides 
only for misdemeanor penalties, that is, up to 1 year. For second 
offenses it provides for felony offense and a greater penalty. Of 
course, some of the sections in this Uniform Act for the District of 
Columbia provide for penalties for sale or possession of narcotic 
drugs and we have for many years been prosecuting persons for 
violation of those sections under the Federal statutes, the Harrison 
Act and the Jones-Miller Act, for sale and possession, and not under the 
Uniform Act. 

However, there are two sections of the Uniform Act which are not 
coveréd by the Harrison and Jones-Miller Acts. One is section 16 of 
that act, which provides for a common nuisance, that is, wherever it 
is shown that a place is being used by narcotic drug addicts for the 
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administration of drugs, that is classed as a common nuisance; also 
the section that I mentioned before, section 20, which relates to the 
improper use of narcotic prescriptions. Wherever there is an outright 
forgery of a narcotic prescription, we may charge that person and 
prosecute him also under a Federal statute, but where there is mis- 
representation alone or some other fraud in connection with the obtain- 
ing of that narcotic prescription, we have only that section to work 
with and to charge the individual under. Both of those sections, es 
well as all others, only provide for a misdemeanor penalty on first 
offense. 

Senator WeLKrER. Captain, I] am glad to get your observations on 
that. Now, going to the questions propounded to vou by the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, Senator Daniel, with respect to the dis- 
crepancy between arrests and convictions, I will ask you, is it not a 
fact that in many cases, at least in a substantial number, vou and the 
courts and the prosecuting officers elect to permit the defendant to 
conk out on some other offense, such as forgery of a prescription, 
wherein he uses the name of some bona fide doctor, or something of 
that sort, rather than to bring vour undercover agent out in the open 
to force the prosecution? 

Captain Layron. I would say that does not happen in most cases, 
Senator. We have operated in this way in the past several years. 
We do send an undercover agent out among the addicts and in the 
places where we feel that thev will be able to build up associations and 
obtain the evidence we need. We let them work for quite a while 
before we begin to obtain warrants. Then, of course, when we do 
obtain our warrants and make raids and arrests, then it is necessary 
to expose that undercover officer, and he is prevented from doing very 
much further work. But I do not believe that is done in most cases. 
It may be in some. 

Senator WELKER. I see. Of course, you have given a good picture 
here with respect to the narcotics problem. As a matter of fact, is it 
still a very acute problem in the District of Columbia? 

Captain Layron. Yes, sir; I would say that it is. 

Senator WELKER. Captain, where do you think the main source 
of supply of narcotics comes from in the District? 

Captain Layron. From what location, sir? 

Senator WeLKeErR. Yes; from what area. 

Captain Layron. The area around New York City. We have 
found in our experience in the past that our larger peddlers, whenever 
we have been able to get the information from them or get them to 
talk to us, they have given their sources of supply as in and around 
the city of New York. Our undercover men, in circulating among 
addicts and peddlers, have learned the same information, and we have 
made arrests in cases where we had informers, where people were going 
to the city of New York for their supplies. 

Senator WELKER. Captain, in my concluding question I am going 
to ask you about this fact. Has there been anv improvement of the 
atrocious rule we had here in 1951 before the Neely committee, you 
remember, with respect to the disposal of confiscated narcotics, 
wherein some officer would be permitted to take, say, a couple of 
pieces of heroin—and you know in addict language what that is 
and flush them down the drain of a toilet, or say that he had thrown 
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it away? What sort of improvement, if any, have you had with 
respect to the disposal of narcotics seized and used as evidence? 

Captain Layton. We have not had any changes in the law, Senator. 
The same section of the Uniform Narcotic Drug Act is still in effect, 
which provides that in cases presented to the court, the judge having 
jurisdiction may order the disposal of those narcotic drugs. 

However, the language reads that the responsibility of the officer 
to keep a record of where, when, and what kind of quantity of drugs 
were disposed of or destroyed and make a report back to the court. 

When I was assigned to command the narcotic squad in March of 
1952, I felt that that was not a good thing, having been forwarned, 
of course, by the investigation of the Neely committee, and I began 
to look for better arrangements to be made for the disposal of those 
drugs. I talked with members of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 
Mr. Mitchell in particular, and then with the chemist for the Alcohol 
Tax Unit, the United States chemist, where narcotic drugs were being 
submitted. Those drugs which were evidence in cases were being 
submitted for analysis and for testimony in court, and final disposition. 

| made arrangements to submit to the chemist all seizures of narcotic 
drugs, whether they came into our hands to be used as evidence or 
whether they were seizures on streets, which sometimes happens, or 
in any manner came into our possession. 

That arrangement was cleared with the United States Attorney’s 
Office, and we have been keeping very specific records on every piece of 
narcotic evidence that comes into our hands in any manner, and they 
have been submitted in that manner in compliance with the section 
of the Federal statute which provides that the narcotic drugs can be 
turned over to the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and then to the drug 
disposal unit. 

Senator WetkKer. Do you feel that this committee should recom- 
mend legislation that would help you on the disposal of drugs? 

Captain Layron. It is my opinion that that section of the Uniform 
Act could be amended to require us to do the thing that we have 
been doing since March of 1952, namely, that any narcotic drugs the 
lawful possession of which is not established, should be disposed of in 
complizne e with title 26, I think it is section 2558 of the United 
States Code. 

Senator Wretkur. Captain, I am very delighted to have had you 
before us, and I am sorry I have taken so long. 

Captain Layron. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Dante. Captain, I will insert in the record a list of syn- 
thetic drugs subject to manufacturing quotas in the United States. 
Most of these synthetic drugs, I am told, would cause addiction the 
same as real opium drugs, such as heroin and other drugs. 

You mean to sey that as far as the District law is concerned, you 
have no local law prohibiting the use or sale of these drugs? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator DanreL. We will insert in the record at this point a list of 
these synthetic drugs on which manufacturing quotas bave been 
made and also on which in most cases, we have international agree- 
ments the same as we do on the regular narcotic drugs. 
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(The list referred to is as follows:) 


SyntHetic Drucs SuBsect TO MANUFACTURING Qvoras U. 8S. 


1-methyl-4-phenylpiperidine-4-carboxylic acid ethv! ester (Pethinine) and its 
salts (Antiduol, Biphenal, Centralgin, D-140, Demerol, Dispadol, Dodonal, 
Dolantal, Dolantin, Dolantol, Dolaren, Dolarin, Dolatol, Dolental, Dolinal, 
Dolopethin, Dolosal, Dolvanol, Eudolat, Felidin, Gratidine, Isonipecaine, 
Meperidin, Mephedine, Pantalgine, Piridosal, Precedyl, Sauteralgyl); 

4-(3-hydroxyphenil)-1-methyl-4-piperidyl ethvl ketone or 1-methv!-4-meta- 
hydroxyphenyl-4-propionyl-piperidine (Ketobemidone) and _ its _ salts 
(Cliradon, Ketogan); 

1-methyl-4-(3-hydroxyphenyl-piperidine-4-carboxylic acid ethyl ester or 1- 
methvl-4-metahydroxyphenilpiperidine-4-carboxylic acid ethyl ester and 
its salts (Bemidone) ; 

a-1,3-dimethyl-4-phenvl-4-propionoxypiperidine (Alphaprodine) and its salts 
Nisentil, Nisintil, NU-1196); 

B-1,3-dimethyl-4-phenyl-4-propionoxypiperidine and _ its salts (NU-1779, 

Betaprodine) ; 
4,4-diphenyl-6-dimethvlaminoheptanone-3 or 6-dimethylamino-4,4-diphenvl-3 

heptanone (Methadone) and its salts (Adanon, Algolvsis, Amidone, Amidosan, 

Butalgin, Depridol, Diaminon, Dianone, Dolafin, Dolamid, Dolophine, 
Dorexol, Heptadon, Heptanal, Hoechst 10820, Ketalgin, Mecodin, Mepecton, 
Mephenon, Miadone, Moheptan, Physeptone, Physopeptone, Polamidon, 
Symoran, Turanone) ; 

4,4-diphenyl-5-methyl-6-dimethylaminohexanone-3 or 6-dimethylamino 
4,4-diphenyl-3-hexanone (Iso-methadone) and its salts; 

4,4-diphenyl-6-dimethylaminoheptanol-3 or  6-dimethylamino-4,4-diphenyl-3- 
heptanol and its salts (NIH-2933, Methadol) ; 

4 4-dinhenyl-6-dimethylamino-3-acetoxyheptane or 6-dimethvlamino-4,4- 
diphenyl-3-acetoxvheptane and its salts (NIH-2953) (Methadyl acetate) 

4 4-dinhenyl-6-morpholinoheptanone-3 or 6-morpholino-4,4-diphenyl-3-heptanone 
(Phenadoxone) and its salts (CB-11, Hepagin, Heptalgin, Heptalina, 
Heptazone) ; 

B-1-methyl-3-ethyl-4-phenyl-4-propionoxypiperidine and its salts (NU-1932) 
(Meprodine) 

3-hydroxy-N-methylmorphinan (Ievorphan, Racemorphan) ** and its salts 
(Dromoran, Methorphian, NU-—2206): 

3-methoxy-N-methylmorphinan (Levomethorphan, Racemethorophan) and its 
salts; 

Dihydrocodeine and its salts (Hvydrocodin, Paracodine) ; 

Acetyldihydrocodeine ard its salts (Acetyleodone). 

a-6-dimethylamino-4,4-diphenyl-3-acetoxyheptane (alpha-acetylmethadol) 

a-6-dimethylamino-4,4-diphenyl-3-heptanol (alpha-methadol) 

B-6-dimethylamino-4,4-dipheny]l-3-acetoxyheptane (beta-acetylmethadol) 

3-Dimethylamino-1, 1-di-(2-thienyvl)-butene. 

3-Ethylmethylamino-1,1-di-(2-thieny])-1-butene. 

Senator Danret. Do you have any other suggestions for changes 
in the laws with respect to the District which would help the officers 
in working with the narcotic problem here? You have told us about 
your trouble with searches and seizures, and you have told us about 
the need for a law concerning disposal of confiscated narcotics. Do 
you have any other specific recommendations at this time? 

Captain Layton. I take it that the committee is considering the 
present act on compulsory treatment of narcotic addicts? 

Senator Danteu. Yes, sir, we certainly are. Do you have any 
figures on how many addicts have been sent to the Federal hospitals 
under this new law? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir, we do. 

Captain Layron. | think there are figures. 

Senator DanreL. Another witness will have that? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 
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Senator Danie. All right. You go ahead with whatever informa- 
tion you may have on compulsory addict laws. 

Captain Layton. | might present this to the committee: We have 
found in using the present law providing for compulsory treatment of 
narcotic addicts that there has been some diffic ulty found in the orig- - 
inal presentation of these cases to the court, in that a statement first 
is filed in the court; then subsequent to that, the addict is to be notified 
by the United States marshal to appear. There has been some 
difficulty there because that addict is not in custody and not either 
presently before the court or in the custody of the police or in the 
custody of a physician at the District of Columbia General Hospital. 

Senator DanteL. There is no way for you to make him appear; 
is that right? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, except by order of the court, 
and then it is necessary for him to be subpenaed by the marshal. 

Now, we have found that difficult, and Mr. Rover arranged a lengthy 
conference with all those who were concerned with the enforcement 
of this act to work out some arrangements. Chief Murray assigned 
one man full time to help locate these addicts after the statements 
were filed in the court. The United States marshal’s office cooperated, 
and through the cooperation the act has been made to work to the 
extent that some 50, I believe, addicts have been actually committed. 
A number of others are pending in court. 

But there has been some difficulty in that preliminary arrangement 
in getting the addict before the court. 

Senator Danre.. Out of 889 known addicts in the District, only 50 
have been committed under this new law; is that correct? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. And, of course, the act 
does provide that any addict charged with a criminal offense would 
not come under this particular statute. 

Senator Danigx. If they are charged with a criminal offense and 
convicted, they would be sent to Lexington or Fort Worth hospital 
for treatment under different laws? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. I think Senator Welker 
touched on the matter of barbiturates, and the committee might 
want to look at the Pharmacy Act in that connection or possibly to 
include some amendment to the Uniform Narcotic Act. 

Senato Danie. Most of the States have laws covering barbiturates 
and synthetic drugs, prohibiting them the same as other parcotics; 
is that not true? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Do you think we should have a local law for the 
District covering them? 

Captain Layron. Yes, sir; I think the laws that we have been 
operating under up to this time could be greatly strengthened. 

Senator Daniev. About the treatment of addicts, Captain, do you 
think that is all that could be desired, or do you think that we could 
help on the narcotic problem if we had a compulsory penne 
law such as the one in New Jersey? You know, in New Jersey they 
say that their law there makes it possible for an addict to be arrested 
as a naan rly person and sentenced to up to a year in jail. Several 
of the other States have similar laws and in New York they were 
eseaeead and passed the legislature twice but Governor Dewev 
vetoed them. What do you think about that kind of law? 
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Captain Layton. I would say that that kind of law would certainly 
make it much more convenient and much more sure of getting the 
addict into a hospital for treatment. 

Senator Danre.. And would it not make it more certain to get 
him off the street so that he would quit passing drugs on to other 
people? 

Captain Layton. It certainly would, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you know of any greater cause of spreading 
addiction than association with present addicts? 

Captain Layton. I do not, sir. 

Senator Daniet. This committee has heard from many officers 
with wide experience, and I believe all of them agree that the addicts 
now on the streets are the ones who make new addicts because a 
majority of them usually are pushers. They sell drugs to a few 
other people in order to make enough money to take care of their 
own habit; right? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danret. And they go out and drum up new customers. 
If there are not enough drug addicts to take care of the dope that 
they need to sell to take care of their own habit, they will go out and 
try to convert some other people to the habit. 

Captain Layton. There have been cases that we have known 
about where they have converted others, and we also find that in 
our experience almost every addict is a potential peddler to some 
extent. He may only sell a few capsules to an individual so that he 
can get one for himself, but I would say almost every addict is a 
potential peddler. 

Senator Danrev. So definitely there ought to be some kind of law 
where we can get the 889 known addicts in the District off the streets? 

Captain Layron. I agree with that, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Those who have not comitted any other crimes 
ought to be sent to hospitals for treatment and those who have com- 
mitted other crimes should be gotten off the streets and kept from 
spreading the addiction to other people. 

Captam Layton. | certainly agree with that wholeheartedly, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Dantet. All right. Do you have any other recommenda- 
tions? 

Captain Layton. I do not believe I do. As the Chief indicated, 
our bail bonds here in the District for narcotic offenses are generally 
higher than for other offenses. 

Senator Danie. Yes. I wanted to ask you about the bail bonds. 

Captain Layton. Yes. 

Senator Danret. You say they are set pretty high here in the 
District? 

Captain Layton. Generally higher than for other offenses. Added 
to that, we have found in our experience here in the District that the 
instability of the narcotic addict and peddler has made him a poor 
bond risk, and we have found in our experience that very seldom and 
very infrequently does the narcotic peddler come to be released on 
bond. There have been some cases, and we have found when that 
happens, most times they will go back to engaging in narcotics 
violations and trafficking. 
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Senator DanieL. Now, in both New York and Philadelphia we had 
evidence that some of these dope peddlers, while out on bond, would 
start peddling again before their trial came up, in some instances to 
get money to pay their lawyers. Have you had any experiences where 
peddlers out on bail bond have peddled again before they came to 
trial? 

Captain Layron. We have, sir. In fact, I reviewed one case in 
particular that the committee inquired about, where that was the case. 
A man, an important peddler here in the District of Columbia, after 
he had obtained his release on bond, which was rather high, did engage 
in further activities and was subsequently charged, once in Detroit 
and again here in the District of Columbia, with narcotic law violation. 

Senator Daniev. While he was out on bail? 

Captain Layron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Wetker. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt you? 

Senator Danieu. Yes, Senator Welker. 

Senator WeLKeErR. Captain Layton, over in Philadelphia this com- 
mittee heard testimony showing the extent to which the dope pushers 
and peddlers were engaged in business enterprises. We had before 
us a concern that was in the bail-bond business. It was a partnership 
consisting of two men. One taught the other the bail-bond business 
and the other taught the other how to sell narcotics. 

So that was quite a comfort to the peddlers and the users of that 
locality. They did not last very long, because they appeared before 
the court as a pair of defendants, but that shows you the extent to 
which the peddler will go. I thought I would bring that in. It 
happened right near here, in Philadelphia. 

Senator Danrext. Thank you, Senator Welker. Now, Captain, what 
is the name of the individual you have been talking about who peddled 
while he was out on bond? 

Captain Layron. Lee Won Sing. 

Senator Daniex. And was he finally convicted? 

Captain Layron. He was, sir. He is serving out one sentence now 
and has pled guilty to the other offense that was charged against him 
here in the District and is awaiting sentence on that charge. 

Senator DanreL. How much was his bail bond? 

Captain Layron. He was released originally on a $15,000 bond. 

Senator Danrev. And it was while he was arrested and free under 
that bond that he began his peddling again? 

Captain Layton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Is this the individual that went clear up into 
Canada with his drug racket? 

Captain LayrTon. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danie. Just give the committee the places to which you 
were able to trace his drug business after he was out on bond. 

Captain Layron. The case began originally here in the District in 
March of 1953 on an evening when Sergeant Gabrys and other mem- 
bers of the squad was using an informer to make a narcotic purchase. 
They made a purchase from Won Lee Poo. This individual went to 
the premises 618 H Street NW., and made a purchase of heroin there. 
On a search of that premises, the officers who were following the 
investigation found 8 decks of heroin in a closet and 18 decks of heroin 
in a showcase on the first floor to which Lee Won Sing had a key, and 
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he also had control over that premises and was present at the time of 
the arrest. 

He was released on March 23 on $15,000 bond. On September 2, 
1953, I received a call from the customs officer in Detroit notifying 
me of Lee Won Sing’s arrest there for smuggling Chinese merchandise 
in from Canada. Also found in his possession at the time of arrest 
was a stick of opium. 

Senator DanreL. Now, will you explain the term “a stick of 
opium’? What do you mean by that? 

Captain Layton. A stick of opium is something a little larger than 
a cigarette and approximately 3 inches long. It is rolled, and contains 
smoking opium on the inside. 

Senator DanieL. About what would be the value of that much 
opium on the retail market? 

Captain Layton. I do not have the figures on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DanieL. Now, going back to these decks of heroin you 
talked about finding in his apartment, what is a deck of heroin? 

Captain Layton. Some of those decks, the eight decks were smaller 
in size. ‘They contained 50 grains of heroin. The 18 decks contained 
137 grains, which would be about a quarter ounce. The smaller deck 
was the size that we bought, the officers purchased through the 
informer, for $15. ‘The larger decks sold for $35, I think it was. 

Mr. Gasrys. I think that is right. 

Captain Layton. $35. Lee Won Sing was arrested in Detroit and 
following that he was returned to the District of Columbia, and 
trial was had on the case here. He was convicted and sentenced 
on December 11, 1953, to a sentence of 20 months to 5 years on each 
of 2 counts to run consecutively, which made a total sentence of 40 
months to 10 years. 

He took his case to the court of appeals, and the court of appeals 
here reversed the conviction and remanded the case for a new trial. 

Senator Danrext. On what grounds, briefly? Can you tell us just 
in a sentence the grounds for that reversal? 

Captain Layton. I think it was some comment by the United 
States attorney during the trial of that case. 

Senator Dante. Nothing witb reference to the laws of the District? 

Captain Layton. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. All right. 

Captain Layton. Lee Won Sing, following that reversal of his case, 
was released on bond again on July 26, 1954. On January 3 of this 
year, following a quarrel with his wife, May Lee, this defendant was 
arrested and charged by the uniformed officers who responded on the 
call, with disorderly conduct. Following that his wife assisted the 
officers by swearing to a search warraat for the premises where they 
lived. Sergeant Gabrys and other members of the squad searched 
the premises and found something over 13 pounds of smoking opium, 
a quantity of yen shee, that is, a pipe and various other paraphernalia 
that go along with smoking opium. 

He was charged, and following this arrest he was retried on the first 
case here in the District. He was again convicted, and on February 4 
of this year was sentenced again to 20 months to 5 years on each of 
the 2 counts he was convicted on, making a total of 40 months to 10 
years. On June 2 he pled guilty to the opium possession and is now 
awaiting sentence in the case. 
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Senator Danint. Mr. Counsel, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes. Was there any evidence that Lee Won Sing 
was peddling dope to pay his defense costs in future litigation? 

Captain Layton. We do not have any direct evidence on that, 
Mr. Gasque. 

Mr. Gasqur. Going back now to the District of Columbia addict 
law, Captain Layton, is it not true that the District of Columbia addict 
law takes the addict, the police, and the United States attorney on a 
veritable ring-around-a-rosy before you can get the addict into 
Lexington? 


Captain Layton. It takes quite a while to locate them and get 
them into Lexington. 

Mr. Gasqusr. There are no less than nine steps, all of which are 
completely flexible for all parties concerned? 

Captain Layton. I would agree with that; ves, sir. 

Mr. Gasqun. You have stated, I believe, to the chairman that you 
do not. feel that the law is sufficient? 


Captain Layron. That is correct. It has been difficult to make it 
work to the extent that it has so far. 

Mr. Gasaqur. It is not criminal legislation; it is purelv a civil 
matter; is that not correct? 

Captain Layron. It is so stated in the act that it is entirely a civil 
action. 

Mr. Gasqur. And once the United States attorney gets information 
that a person might be an addict, he must proceed to the United 
States district court and file a statement that a person might be a 
drug user? 

Captain Layton. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasqun. And the addict may learn of this through the news- 
papers or some other means and skip town, move to a new address, 
or otherwise get out of the way and avoid being apprehended. 

Captain Layron. That is correct. It is necessary, | might say, 
for the marshal to begin looking for that addict in order to serve him 


with that notice, and that information certainly would go back to 
the addict. 


Mr. Gasque. And even after the addict gets the summons, he does 
not have to appear; he can avoid it? 


Captain Layron. If he sees fit to ignore it and to leave town, that 
is possible. 


Mr. Gasque. And no action would be taken against him? 
Captain Layton. That is correct; no criminal action. 


Mr. Gasque. Now, if he appears at the hearing he may voluntarily 


submit for treatment, and if he does not, the judge may order his 
examination by two physicians, one of whom must be a psychiatrist? 

Captain Layron. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasque. And if he is found to be an addict, he is transported 
to Lexington, and when he comes back, he is supposed to report to 
the legal-psychiatric aid to the district court, I believe? 

Captain Layton. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasque. To the best of your knowledge, do the addicts report? 

Captain Layron. There is no restriction other than that if they do 
not report, they can be recommitted through this same process, so that 


we have learned, in speaking with that office, that many of them do 
not report. 


see La uaeia cana au eaaiat oka mire ke 


Se kas 


— a 
eo, yea ee ane 





tees ee A Nee ne ch 


a 
7 
Z 
a 


Pe Te dialer hens 


ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 827 


Mr. Gasque. Then if the addict is found to be using drugs again, 
the whole procedure, from the filing of the statement, must resume 
again? 

Captain Layton. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasquer. Now, I believe there is some information that the 
first addict to be released from Lexington reported once or twice and 
then failed to report and has now been arrested for peddling narcotics 
in Philadelphia. 

Captain Layton. I am not sure of that. Captain Thoman may 
be familiar with that. 

Captain THoman. I do not know about the first one. But I know 
a man has been arrested in Philadelphia. I would not say he was the 
first one. 

Mr. Gasqun. What is his name? 

Captain THoman. Ricardo Raboya. 

Mr. Gasque. Ricardo Raboya? 

Captain THoman. That is right. 

Mr. Gasqur. I wanted to get that in the record. And I think 
you will find it is the first man. 

There was one other question that I wanted to ask, now. From 
the passage of the District of Columbia addict law in June 1953 until 
the passage of the legislation permitting District of Columbia addicts 
to be treated at Lexington in 1954, what did the District of Columbia 
do in the way of treating or providing hospitalization for its addicts? 

Captain Layron. The District of Columbia provided a ward at 
the District of Columbia General Hospital for the temporary holding 
of these addicts during the time of their examination by the physicians 
and until transportation was provided to Lexington. My under- 
standing is that that was not prepared with the idea of rehabilitation. 
The rehabilitation was to take place at Lexington. But this ward 
was provided for their use during that temporary period. 

Mr. Gasqusr. But there was a period of a year between the time 
that the addict law was passed and the time that you had legislation 
permitting you to send them to Lexington. What did you do with 
them in the meantime? 

Captain Layton. With the addicts in the meantime, Mr. Gasque? 

Mr. Gasaqur. Yes. 

Captain Layron. Our narcotics squad conferred with Mr. Rover’s 
office, and it was the determination that those addicts could not be 
provided for until the Public Health Service Act was amended to 
have them accepted at Lexington. 

Therefore, no procedure was started until that amendment was 
passed. 

Mr. Gasqur. And you mean by the fact that no procedure was 
started, that nothing was done with the addicts within that year? 

Captain Layton. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasque. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dante. All right. Thank you very much, Captain 
Layton. If you have any other recommendations, remember to send 
them in to the committee or confer with us at any time. 

Captain Layron. Thank you, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Commissioner Robert E. McLaughlin. 

Mr. McLaveuturn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DanireL. Yes, Mr. Commissioner. If you will be sworn, sir. 
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Mr. McLavucuuirn. Yes. 

Senator Dantret. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you 
are about to give to this subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 

Mr. McLaveuuin. I do, sir. 

Senator DanteL. Mr. Commissioner, we appreciate vour appearing 
before us this morning. I understand that vou were detained by other 
official duties, and we are glad to have you now. I will ask you if 
you have a prepared statement which you would like to present first? 

Mr. McLavcutin. I have a short prepared statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Danie. All right, vou may proceed. 

Mr. McLaveuurn. As the Commissioner responsible for the health 
and welfare 

Senator Danret. Excuse me. Identify yourself for the record, with 
your name. 

Mr. McLaueuurn. Robert E. McLaughlin, Commissioner of the 
District of Columbia. 

Senator Dantex. In charge of the Health and Welfare Depart- 
ments? 

Mr. McLavuGuuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wreiker. Mr. McLaughlin, I hope you will pardon my 
leaving. 

Mr. McLavGuuin. Senator Welker, I know that you have other 
duties to perform, too. 

Senator Weiker. I have a phone eall. I will be right back. But 
1 did not want you to think that I was not courteous to you. 

Mr. McLavueuurn. Thank you. 

Senator Danie. How long have you been a Commissioner? 

Mr. McLavcuitn. I assumed these duties on June 2 of this year, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danre.. Of this year. You have other officials with you 
from your office? 

Mr. McLauGuuin. Yes, and I would be very happy to have them 
come forward here at this time, if you would lke to have them. 

Senator Dantev. That will be done. Suppose you gentlemen 
come forward to render any assistance the Commissioner might 
desire. Now, if vou three gentlemen will identify yourselves for the 
record. 

Dr. Secxtncer. I am Daniel L. Seckinger, Director of Public 
Health for the District of Columbia. 

Dr. Scnuttz. I am Dr. John D. Schultz, chief psychiatrist of the 
District of Columbia General Hospital. 

Dr. Grirrix. Dr. Thomas E. Griffin, chief of the legal psychiatric 
services division of the Department of Public Health. 

Senator Dantev. I will swear all of you gentlemen at this time in 
order that you may testify along with the Commissioner if you so 
desire. 

Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the testimony that you 
might give before this subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee 
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Dr. SecxinGer. I do. 
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Dr. Scuvutrz. I do. 

Dr. Grirrin. I do. 

Senator Danie. All right, Mr. Commissioner, you may proceed. 

Mr. McLaveuun. Mr. Chairman, if you don’t mind swearing a 
couple more, we have two of the assistant corporation counsels who 
may be very helpful in connection with this matter. 

Senator Danret. All right, we will be glad to swear them. 

Mr. Dante. Lee F. Dante. 

Senator Danret. And yours? 

Mr. Knerpp. Robert F. Kneipp, both assistant corporation counsels 
for the District. 

Senator Danie. Do you and each of you solemnly swear the testi- 
mony you are about to give to this subcommittee of the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Knerpp. [ do. 

Mr. Danre. I do. 

Senator Danrex. All right, be seated, gentlemen. You may pro- 
ceed, Mr. Commissioner. 


TESTIMONY OF ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN, COMMISSIONER, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, ACCOMPANIED BY: DR. DANIEL L. SECK- 
INGER, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC HEALTH; DR. JOHN SCHULTZ, 
CHIEF PSYCHIATRIST, D. C. GENERAL HOSPITAL; DR. THOMAS 
E. GRIFFIN, CHIEF, LEGAL PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES DIVISION, 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH; ROBERT F. KNEIPP, ASSIST- 
ANT CORPORATION COUNSEL, AND LEE F. DANTE, ESQUIRE, 
ASSISTANT CORPORATION COUNSEL 


Mr. McLavauuin. As the Commissioner for Health and Welfare 
of the District of Columbia, I appreciate the privilege of offering a 
few comments concerning narcotic addiction. 

The narcotic addict has a definite effect upon the health and welfare 
in the District of Columbia, as well as other areas in the country. 

In the District of Columbia we have two recent public health laws, 
which cope with this problem. Public Law 76 of the 83d Congress 
approved June 24, 1953, deals with the drug user who is not under 
criminal indictment. This law is a tool whereby commitment can be 
made in a proper place to accomplish treatment and rehabilitation of 
the narcotic patient. 

The second, Public Law 355 of the 83d Congress approved May 8, 
1954, provides authority to the United States Public Health Service 
to commit persons committed under Public Law 76. This authority 
has certain limitations in that no addict shall be admitted unless (1) he 
is committed prior to July 1, 1956; and (2) that at the time of his 
commitment, the number of persons in hospitals of the Service who 
have been admitted pursuant to this subsection is less than 50; and 
(3) suitable accommodations are available after all eligible addicts 
convicted of offenses against the United States have been admitted. 

Senator Danim.. Now, that covers a lot of territory. 

Mr. McLavueGuiin. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Danrex. Those defects in the law I will set forth. In the 
first. place, the law expires June 30, 1956, is that right? 

Mr. McLauGuauin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrer. Do you have any plans for the care of narcotic 
addicts after that date? 

Mr. McLavuauuin. I was going to mentionth at further on in the 
statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danreu. All right. 

Mr. McLavucGuurn. Do you wish that I continue or digress? 

Senator DanieL. No, just a moment. I[ want to touch on one 
other defect in this law that you have mentioned. In other words, 
you can commit to the Federal institution only so long as there is 
space available? 

Mr. McLaucGuuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. I believe that the Public Health Service told us 
the other day that there was a waiting list of 500 voluntary patients 
who wanted to enter the Federal hospital. As I understand it, any 
addict who is convicted of another crime will get preference in our 
Federal hospitals; right? 

Mr. MclLauGuurn. That is my understanding. 

Senator Danie. They will all go in ahead of any of the patients 
that the District can send to the hospital between now and June 30, 
1956. 

Mr. McLauGuuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantev. Now, as I understand it, they, in turn—that is, 
those committed from the District—are purely voluntary patients; is 
that not true? 

Mr. McLavcnuiry. That is my understanding. That may be a 
matter of argument, too. But for the first three quarters of the fiscal 
year 1955, the Department of Public Health has received bills, that is, 
the District Government, totaling $15,700.31, with the latest per diem 
at Lexington at $6.41. At the end of the third 

Senator Danrev. That is the payment that the District makes for 
the care of these patients? 

Mr. McLauGuuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantev. All right. 

Mr. McLaveGuuin. At the end of the third quarter, there were 31 
patients at Lexington admitted in accordance with the provisions of 
the two public laws mentioned in the preceding paragraph. 

The Department of Health of the District estimates that for the 
fourth quarter, the per diem care will amount to $17,883 and this 
would make a total for per diem care for the fiscal year of $33,584. 
The legal psychiatric services division of the Department of Public 
Health ts the designated agent for the Commissioners for the periodic 
examination of released patients, according to Public Law 76. To 
date, 24 patients have been referred for this followup type of service 
at a frequency rate of not more often than 30 days for a duration of 
2 vears. 

When a person becomes delinquent the matter is referred by the 
Chief of this Division to the Umted States Attorney’s Office under 
the provisions of the act. 

A narcotic ward of 16 beds has been provided at the District of 
Columbia General Hospital. To date, this ward has not been used, 
primarily due to two factors: (1) That the number of cases in the 
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hospital at any one time has been very small, varying from 2 to 4 
patients; and (2) that while the physical facilities exist personnel for 
adequate staffing has not been provided. Further, it would not be a 
good expenditure of public funds to give round-the-clock service in a 
ward for so few people. 

Up to the present time, we have been able to take care of the acute 
narcotic addicts by treating them in the psychiatric wards of the 
District of Columbia General Hospital. 

Public Law 355 provides for use of the United States Public Health 
facilities up until July 1, 1956. To date, the District of Columbia has 
not been in a position to plan for a proper facility for the diagnosis, 
treatment, and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts. Therefore, the 
District of Columbia is preparing a request for extension of the pro- 
vision of Public Law 355 of the 83d Congress admitting narcotic 
addicts to the Public Health Service facilities from July 1, 1956, for 
an additional period. 

Senator DanteL. That is the law we now have which expires 
June 30, 1956. 

Mr. McLavcuuin. That is my understanding. 

Senator Danrev. The law itself recites that it was; passed to take 
care of the situation until the District could set up facilities for 
treatment of noncriminal addicts? 

Mr. McLavucuuin. Yes. 

Senator DanieL, And the commissioners plan to ask for an ex- 
tension of that law for how long? 

Mr. McLavueuurn. As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, there is 
some other general proposed legislation along these lines which 
| have not had an opportunity yet to consult with anyone on, but 
we had thought of a period of 5 years, but I understand that that 
may not be exactly what is provided in the other proposed legislation. 
However, we are considering during ths period of leveling off to see 
what our demands would be for such facilities, asking for an extension 
of the law. 

You see, we have 31 using the facilities at the present time, and 
they are using them at less than $7 a day. It would be unrealistic, 
I think, to attempt to set up a separate rehabilitation project just 
for the District of Columbia to treat 31 patients. I mean, the over- 
head and that sort of thing would make it utterly unrealistic if the 
Federal service can provide for these patients. 

Senator DanreL. But Mr. Commissioner, it has been testified here 
this morning that you have 889 known addicts in the District and 
these few that have been sent to Lexington are only a drop in the 
bucket. It seems that in planning for taking care of this situation 
the District and the Congress ought to do something to take care of 
this great number of addicts who are now without any treatment and 
are on the streets. It has been brought out that they spread addiction 
to other people. 

Mr. McLavcuHuin. Well, in my statement I am urging, and, of 
course, I urge even without the statement, that any strengthening of 
the law be effected that can get these people out of the community for 
treatment and to get them rehabilitated. 

Senator DanieLt. What have the Commissioners done about setting 
up treatment here in the District in accordance with this law passed 
in 1953? 
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Mr. McLavcuuin. This next paragraph deals with all that has 
been done to date. 

Senator Danie. Go ahead. Excuse me. 

Mr. McLavcuuin. The District of Columbia owns a site of 140- 
some acres at Muirkirk, Md. That is about 8 miles outside the Dis- 
trict line in the direction of Laurel, as 1 understand it. And at one 
time a rehabilitation center was considered to be located at Muirkirk. 

One of the categories of cases to be accepted for such rehabilitation 
would be the narcotic addict. Preliminary plans and specifications 
were drawn up, and it was found that a rehabilitation center to pro- 
vide for 100 patients, including narcotic addicts, at any one time, 
and with the necessary ancillary buildings to be used in connection with 
such rehabilitation, would cost approximately $1,800,060. No imme- 
diate plans are in process at this time for the construction of such a 
rehabilitation center. 

It is our recommendation as of this time that we have some further 
period for normalizing this situation under perhaps changed and 
more rigorous legislation which will indicate to us what load we should 
prepare for, and it might even indicate, with the lessening of addic- 
tion, if the legislation in the books now has any effect of lessening 
addiction—it might indicate that no special rehabilitation center is 
required. 

It seems to me that the period which we have had here, which is 
something like a year, of the use of Lexington, probably has not been 
sufficient for us to determine what type of rehabilitation center should 
be set up for our requirements here. 

Senator Daniet. Mr. Commissioner, I do not mean this in the way 
of criticism. It certainly cannot be critical of you, since you just went 
into office. But it does seem to me that with Congress saying in 1953 
you can use the Lexington and Fort Worth hospitals until you set up 
an institution for treatment in the District and the law itself saying 
that it would expire on June 30, 1956, that something of a concrete 
nature should have been done or there should be some concrete plans 
for the treatment or the care of these addicts here in the District. 

Mr. McLaueuutn. Mr. Chairman, I think this statute, the 355th 
law of the 83d Congress, was passed in May 1954. So they aetually 
have had just something over a year’s use of Lexington. 

Senator Dante.. Yes; that is true. That is the second law. 

Mr. McLauauurn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. But the first law was passed and approved June 24, 
1953. and it is the one that says that this is a temporary act while the 
District is setting up its own facilities. So certainly there has been 
notice at least since 1953, even though you have been using Lexington 
only since 1954. 

Mr. McLauGuuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniei. As I say, we will heac from some of your assistants 
about this problem, because, like this committee, you are new at this 
job. 

Mr. McLaueuuin, That is right. 

Senator Danie. Go ahead. 

Mr. McLaveuu. Yes, sir. From time to time a plan has been 
proposed to legalize the supplying of drugs at nominal cost to addicts. 
Of course, these proposals have been outside the District of Columbia. 
This plan would probably damage the illicit trade in narcotie drugs, 
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and would probably lead to a decrease in crime committed by the 
addict in an attempt to obtain money for his drugs. 

However, there is the possibility of creating a new racket in which 
drugs might be obtained legally, but under false pretenses, and then 
placed in illegal traffic, unless the drugs are given under controlled 
supervision. And this supervision would, of course, be at the tax- 
payer’s expense. 

This is an extremely complex subject, and much can be said on both 
sides. 

However, so little is known from the psychiatric and sociological 
points of view that what is said does not have a great deal of validity. 
It is my opinion that much research should be done on the subject of 
instituting such a program. 

Senator DanieL. Have you completed your statement with respect 
to the treatment by the use of free drugs? 

Mr. McLavcuuin. That is all we have to Say; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. You have no recommendation to make on that one 
way or the other? 

Mr. McLavueuHuin. Our recommendation is just that there be more 
research before any legislation is passed on it. 

Senator Danie. Dr. Seckinger, do you have any opinion as to 
whether or not the dispensing of free drugs to these addicts would be a 
good way to solve this problem? 

Dr. SeckKINGER. Mr. Chairman, there has been much discussion on 
it, and we have no opinion on it because it is a debatable question, a 
the Commissioner has said. 

Senator DanreL. You have formed no opinion? 

Dr. SeckinceR. We have discussed it with medical groups, and we 
have no definite opinion on it. There is room for research and further 
investigation into it, but our approach is one that we could not recom- 
mend it out and out. And we went into the matter some months 
ago. 

Senator Danie. Can you recommend against it? 

Dr. Secxincer. No; | would not recommend against it. As we 
say, we think we should have further discussion. I think if this com- 
mittee would go into the matter, I think it is certainly 

Senator Danrex. I assure you that we are going into it fully. We 
have set aside a week beginning September ‘19 in New York to be 
completed in Weskinaven to hear evidence on this subject. As you 
know, some few of the very prominent doctors in the country, although 
they do not represent the ‘American Medical Association because their 
their last action was against any such idea, advocate this plan either 
of ambulatory treatment or of clinics that would administer the dr ugs 
to the addicts at a very small cost or possibly free. We are going 
into that very thoroughly. 

As you probably know, Commissioner Anslinger and almost all of 
his enforcement officers are strongly against it. They said it was 
tried in this country in the 1920’s and caused the spread of addiction. 

Dr. Secxincrer. Mr. Chairman, that is the point that has been 
brought up that has given the American Medical Association the feeling 
— they have about the matter. 

Senator Daniet. Commissioner Anslinger, I believe, said that it 
would be just like treating alcoholics by giving them all the liquor 
they want. 
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Dr. Secxineer. That is right. 

Senator Daniet. Anyway, the committee is going to go into it 
thoroughly. And if you gentlemen who have been studying this have 
any other evidence or any witnesses or any opinions that you would 
like to give to the committee during that week, we would be glad to 
hear from you. 

Mr. Gasqur. Dr. Seckinger, did you say that you did go into the 
question of legalizing narcotics for the District of Columbia? 

Dr. Seckincer. We have considered it and discussed it with some 
of the medical groups here in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Gasqur. Which medical groups were included in vour study? 

Dr. Secxincer. The members of the medical societies; several of 
the physicians here that are interested in it. I do not know that I 
have particular physicians in mind, but we can look it up. We will 
be able to furnish whatever we have in the files to the committee. 

Mr. Gasque. Did you reach a final conclusion, or did you discon- 
tinue holding sessions on the subject? 

Dr. SeckinGer. We discontinued holding the sessions because it is 
a very debatable question, and the majority, I should think, of the 
medical profession, would be against it. 

Senator Danie. All right, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. McLavueuun. I have just another part of a page in this formal 
statement. 

In 1952, the District government considered a bill to amend the 
narcotic drug act for the District to make it illegal for a person to 
possess certain hypodermic equipment unless he had bona fide author- 
ity for such possession. 

Considerable discussion was had on this proposed bill by members 
of the medical socieites, and others, in the District of Columbia. It 
was felt that the wording of the bill was not sufficient for adequate 
interpretation by the persons who would be affected by the bill. 

Further, it was also pointed out that with the prevalence of hypo- 
dermic medication, it would be extremely difficult to phrase a bill 
which would accomplish these two purposes: To protect the rights of 
the bona fide user, and to be effective enough to control the illicit 
user of certain hypodermic equipment. 

At that time it was the feeling of the majority of the group that the 
problem could be better approached by the formal commitment of the 
narcotic addicts. 

In concluding, I strongly urge that every reasonable control measure 
be employed to combat the causative and contributing factors identi- 
fied by this committtee’s study of the narcotics problem; furthermore, 
that every reasonable effort should be made to provide whatever new 
facilities and new tools are deemed to be necessary for the implemen- 
tation of an effective control program. 

Senator Danrevt. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. What we need 
from those of you who have studied the problem is your recommen- 
dation as to new tools and new laws, so that we can set up here in the 
District, as model for the country, a model of laws and enforcement 
and treatment procedures, that the States and the rest of the country 
can follow, instead of a model of confusion such as exists today. As I 
told you, that is not in criticism of you. 

Now, here is the situation in the District developed so far this 
morning. With 889 addicts on the streets, at least that number, and 
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with it being known that they spread addiction to other people, they 
keep up the peddlers, they spread crime. In fact, your crime rate, 
according to Chief Murray and Captain Layton is up in line with the 
narcotic traffic and your addiction. Here in the District, it seems to 
me, we ought to work out some way to get these people off the streets, 
to treat those who do not have other criminal records, and in some way 
stop the spread of addiction through these people. 

It seems to me that this is the one place that the Congress can help 
the local officials in setting up a model for the rest of the country to 
follow. But you will agree that we have a long way to go; is that not 
right? 

Mr. McLavuauuin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. And now, thank you for coming before us today. 
But let this be just the beginning because this committee in January 
of next year hopes to have definite bills and recommendations to the 
Congress. We hope really to accomplish something through this 
investigation. 

So keep in touch with us and let us try and work out something for 
the District. Just to say that we cannot do much about it and that 
we are going to let it continue as it is today, is just not enough. That 
does not satisfy you; it does not satisfy this committee. So let us 
continue to work on it. Now, do you wish for any of your assistants 
to make statements or recommendations at this time, Mr. Commis- 
sioner? 

Mr. McLavueuurn. May I speak with Dr. Seckinger? 

Senator Danret. Yes. Let me ask you a specific question. The 
reason the narcotics ward was established and not used was because 
you did not have the staff to take care of it? 

Dr. Secxincer. There was no extra staff provided for it. 

Senator Danrex. No extra staff were provided? 

Dr. Secxincer. No, sir; and the hospital is very short of personnel 
as it is. 

Senator Daniext. And you have only a few patients? 

Dr. Seckxtncer. And only a few patients. 

Senator Danie. Of course, the reason you did not have more 
patients is because you did not have a law under which these addicts 
out on the streets would be forced to come in and take treatment or 
go to jail? 

Dr. Secxincer. That is right. 

Senator Danreu. In other words, there would be more patients 
available if we had a law that would take them off the streets and 
make them take treatment, or else go to jail; right? 

Dr. Secxincer. Yes, sir. And we have thought of a type of facil- 
ity, you know, a cottage type, away from the streets, would take them 
away permanently because it takes time, and we just do not see that 
temporary treatment in a hospital is going to do the job for these 
people and get them off the streets, as you say. 

Senator WeLkER. You would like to have somebody run the hos- 
pital, too; is that right? 

Dr. Secxincer. | beg your pardon? 

Senator We_KER. You would want to have somebody to run the 
hospital; you would not want them out there alone? 

Dr. Secxincer. That is right; yes, sir. 
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Senator DanreLt. Do you have any concrete plans for such a pro- 
gram other than what the Commissioner has testified about? 

Dr. Seck1incer. No. But we went into a rather exhaustive study 
of the thing with the Public Health Service, based upon their own 
institutions, and we went far enough to have some wards or cottages 
designed where these people could be out on a 140-acre plot, where 
they might engage in certain agricultural pursuits, forestry and that 
sort of thing. I mean, that was the plan so far as these long-termers 
were concerned. 

Senator DanieL. Have you been before any committee of the 
Congress asking for appropriations to take care of such a hospital or 
rehabilitation center? 

Dr. Seck1nGEr. No, sir. Mr. Chairman, I think you know of the 
Addison committee. That committee planned the hospitalization 
and public works building program, and we just did not feel we had 
the money for it. That really is the situation. I think that probably 
stvmied the efforts in that direction. 

Senator DanigL. Would you explain just how that stymied the 
efforts? What was to keep you from asking for the money for this 
particular hospital or rehabilitation center? 

Dr. SeckinGER. Well, I think we could have come up here and asked 
Congress for it, but we did not have this committee at this time operat- 
ing to give us the impetus. 

Senator DanreL. You are not asking us for it right now? 

Dr. Seckxincer. I beg your pardon. 

Senator DanieL. You are not asking us for it right now, are you? 

Dr. SeckinGEerR. Well, we feel that vou have an interest in it, 
just as we do, and we feel that it is very important. 

Senator Danie. I just want to assure you this committee will 
cooperate with vou in every way in going before the appropriate 
committees and in our report to show what we conclude is needed. 
So we may be of some help to you before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees and the District of Columbia Committees. That is why I 
suggested that between now and the first of January, we come up 
with some concrete program for the District of Columbia. 

Now, Dr. Seckinger, do you or any other of the assistants here 
with the Commissioner have any idea of why the Board of Pharmacy 
failed to comply with the Uniform Narcotics Act with respect to 
forms that are to be filled out by doctors who treat narcotics addicts? 

Dr. Secxincrer. Mr. Chairman, I do not have knowledge of that. 
I think the Chairman of the Pharmacy Board—lI do not know that 
he is here, but I am certain that he could explain this. I have no 
particular knowledge of it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DanieL. Yes. 

Dr. Secxincer. But, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for 
your committee a report on the narcotics situation here. I studied 
it rather extensively in 1951 and 1952, and I am in thorough accord 
with your statement that we have a continuing situation here. 

Senacor Dante... You recognize that, although tkere has been 
much improvement in recent years, the narcotics problem in the 
District is still a menace and a serious thing? 

Dr. Secxincrer. Yes, I do. I think it is associated with the prob- 
lem of overcrowding in housing and this whole question of juvenile 
delinquency, and the narcotics situation is tied in with crime, and the 
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Commissioners are trying to do something about that. I think that 
is quite an element here in this whole problem: Narcotics, crime, 
and delinquency. 

Senator Danrev. What is the date of your report? 

Dr. Secxrncer. This is under date of July 1952, and it came as a 
result of much discussion at that time on the juvenile-delinquency 
problem, and drug addiction in the schools. 

So I studied 255 cases, as reported by the police, under 30 years of 
age. I wanted to find out what the situaticn was in the schools, 
because it was recommended that we go into the schools and examine 
children to find out whether they were addicts. And the whole 
problem focused around that thought, really to try to find out what 
the situation here is. 

As a matter of fact we found only three children in school, that were 
actually in school, that had actually used drugs to our knowledge. 

Senator WreLkeR. That is quite a number—even three. 

Dr. SEcKINGER. Yes, sir; 3. But it was stated that we should 
go into the schools and make an examination of a hundred 

Senator WELKER. Mr. Chairman, could I make this observation? 
With respect to overcrowding, and so forth, I know the doctor has 
given it great study, but as the doctor well knows, we have cities with 
conditions, not like these here in the District of Columbia where we 
have quite a problem, too. And will you agree with me that one of 
the ways of fighting this thing is not only strict law enforcement, but 
education? 

Dr. SecxinesEr. Certainly, sir. And I certainly subscribe to the 
strict law enforcement and heavy sentences, because we approach this 
thing just as an outbreak of communicable disease in a community. 
We want to find out what factors were there, and get in there and see 
how we could make recommendations as to how to stop the disease. 
And that is the reason we studied the thing. 

Senator DanreL. Doctor, your report will be received and made a 
part of the appendix to the record. 

(The document referred to entitled “Community Health and 
Medical Implications of Narcotic Addiction,’ by Daniel L. Seckinger, 
M. D., Director of Public Health, District of Columbia, is found in 
the appendix at p. 1226.) 

Senator DanreL. How many juveniles, let us say, under 21, did 
you find that were addicted to narcotics? 

Dr. Seck1ncER. We had 255 cases. 

Senator Danie. Under what age? 

Dr. Secxincer. Under 30. 

Senator Danie. Under 30? 

Dr. Secxincer. And the majority of them, more than 50 percent, 
were between 21 and 25, and we found, to our amazement and horror, 
that the age limit was coming down farther toward 12 and 15, at that 
time. 

Senator Daniet. And you found only 3 of them in schools? 

Dr. SecxincGER. In schools. Of course, a lot of these were in the 
school-age group, but it is the child who is refractory in school, he is 
the underprivileged child and, we say, the immature and insecure 
child. We use those terms together. He is immature, of course, by 
reason of the fact that he is just becoming an adult, and he is insecure 
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because of conditions of housing and the like that you find in the 
community. 

Senator Danret. New York State has a law requiring instruction 
in the schools as to the menace and the dangers of narcotics. Is 
there any such program of education in the schools of the District, 
so far as you know? 

Dr. Secxincrer. Well, we do it through our own physicians and 
nurses, and Mr. Anslinger, I believe, has been in touch with the 
school authorities in that respect. I think there is some work that 
he does with the schools. 

Senator Danint. You do not know of any program to your own 
knowledge that is now being used in the schools? 

Dr. SeckinGserR. Nothing definite, any more than there would be for 
other diseases, but there is no specific program set up for this dis- 
cussion or for a discussion along this line. 

Senator Danrex. All right. Now, Doctor, have you had any 
occasion to check on narcotic addiction in those age groups since 1952 
to see whether or not there has been an increase? 

Dr. SecxtnGcer. Mr. Chairman, we have not. I shall do that. If 
the committee would like to have that report, we will have it for you. 
We will be glad to go into it again. 

Senator Danrev. Have you had any followup on these juvenile 
addicts that you found back in 1952? Has there been any followup to 
see what has happened to them since then? 

Dr. Secxincer. AsT say, we will follow up. We will be very happy 
to follow up each time it should be done, and certainly with the cooper- 
ation of the police, we will be able to do it. 

Senator Dante. It does seem to me that there ought to be a fol- 
lowup on every drug addict known to the authorities in every city, 
and a continuous followup on them, because they are potential 
criminals, they are potential spreaders of disease. I would like to ask 
you if you agree with others who have testified before this committee 
that some of these drugs, like heroin, will eventually destroy human 
beings, morally and finally physically? 

Dr. Secxincer. Certainly. That is very true. 

Senator Dantet. I believe that District Attorney Lombard in New 
York called it murder on the installment plan. 

Dr. Secxrncer. Yes. sir. 

Senator DanreL. These people who smuggle heroin into the country 
and peddle it to addicts are actually leading to the destruction of 
human life on the installment plan. 

Dr. SeckinGer. Dr. Schultz here deals with that matter specifi- 
cally at the District of Columbia General Hospital. He is the chief 
psychiatrist, and I am certain he can tell you his experience in the 
matter, if you would like to hear from him. But what you say is 
true. 

Senator DanreL. Do you agree, Dr. Schultz, that is the ultimate 
effect of the use of these drugs? 

Dr. Scuuttz. The tragedy of it is, sir, that it begins at a very 
young age. Many of the ones that we see are 12, 13, and 14, some- 
times. 

Senator WeLKER. How was that? I did not hear you, Doctor. 

Dr. Scuuttz. I said, the ages at which these things begin are very 
young. We see the beginnings in the early teen-age period. With- 
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out having figures before me, I would say the majority of the addicts 
we admit—and we have as many as 12 or 15 at one time in the hos- 
pital—are early teen-agers, or middle teens. 

Senator Danie. Will you get those figures for us, Doctor? 

Dr. Scuutrz. I will get them for you. 

Senator Danieu. We will be carrying on here for 3 or 4 days. If 
you will get those figures for us, we will appreciate it. 

Dr. Scuuttz. I was speaking, of course, of voluntary admissions 
as well as the others that come in under the addict law. The majority 
of our patients come in not under the addict law. 

Senator Dantet. Yes. We would like to have those figures. 

Dr. Scuutrz. Yes. 

Senator Danieu. It will be interesting to know whether or not 
there has been any increase or decrease in the juvenile drug addiction 
problem in the District. Do you know offhand whether or not there 
has been an increase? 

Dr. Scuuttz. I may say, with all figures you need interpretation, 
and they are most confusing. We had a considerable increase in 
admissions. Now, that does not imply an increase in addiction. If 
I may just go into that one point, if you wish, a moment——. 

Senator Danie. Yes. 

Dr. Scuuttz. There is no question that part of the motivation 
was to escape the law. Many of the addicts, knowing that the nar- 
cotic group were interested in them, would apply for hospitalization. 
In fact, we had many of them come in just before they learned that 
they were about to be served, and in spite of the best efforts of the 
police—and we have cooperated, I think, very closely with them— 
this has been one of the ways in which they have avoided this, to 
me, ineffectual law. It has been one of the techniques of avoidance, 
that they will come in and put themselves in the hospital and get 
themselves off the drug, and therefore they are no longer a user of 
the drug at the time the service is finally made. 

We have finally gotten around that somewhat by agreeing not to 
admit an addict now witbout first advising Mr. Ernst and Captain 
Thoman and some of the other people on his squad. 

You see, we first have the medical and ethical question: Since the 
person comes in for treatment, are we entitled medically to announce 
the fact that we have a patient bere who is an addict? And we went 
through a considerable discussion with ourselves and others as to 
whetber we should. We have now agreed that we will tell the addict, 
“Tf you want to come in, the squad is going to be notified.” 

We think we have a public responsibility here that goes beyond 
that. The whole question of addiction, the type of person involved, 
I think is an involved one, and if the committee wishes, I think I 
could say something on that. 

Senator Danteu. I certainly agree with you. I cannot speak for 
the rest of the committee, but I am going to push in this committee 
the recommendation that doctors and hospitals who treat drug addicts 
be required to report those addicts to the Bureau of Narcotics, just 
as many of the States do today. In New York, in Pennsylvania, in 
New Jersey, and most other States have laws requiring the names 
of addicts to be reported to the public health service of the State, 
and they in turn report them to the Bureau. 


We have this anomalous situation here in the District. While 
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your State public health services are reporting their addicts to the 
Bureau of Narcotics, here in the District you do not have any law 
requiring that, and as far as Lexington and Forth Worth Federal 
hospitals are concerned, there are laws prohibiting them from reporting 
the names of the voluntary patients into the Bureau of Narcotics. 
That is certainly something that I hope this committee will recom- 
mend. 

Dr. Scuuttz. I would be very strongly in favor of that, sir. Asa 
physician, of course, we try to protect the patient who comes in to 
us for help. But here is an area where we certainly need authority. 
The majority of these addicts are psychopaths, in the general meaning 
of the term ‘“‘pyschopath,”’ much more so than the alcoholic or even 
the barbituate addict, although these come into the whole problem, 
too. They are all involved. 

Senator DanreL. We would like to have the figures and any other 
discussions that you would like to give us before this hearing is over 
this week. 

Dr. Scuuttz. All right. 

Senator Danie. Commissioner? 

Mr. McLavucutin. Mr. Chairman, as I sit here, it becomes more 
obvious to me that we should coordinate by staff meetings this re- 
search in the problem, the problem here in the District Government. 
You see, we have had a situation here where with only a few people 
being brought in, we were not in a very good position to plan per- 
manent establishments for treatment. 
lr) Now, there is, as you know, this 10-year public works program in 
which special provisions were not made for this type of facility. And 
I can see here that with figures like 889 known addicts on the streets 
here in Washington, there should be staff meetings of the narcotics 
squad along with our medical men, and we should, I think, face the 
question that if there are a lot of people on the streets who could not 
be sent to Lexington under the law, that we have some other obvious 
duty of setting up facilities for rehabilitation and working with the 
police and processing these people through those facilities. 

I can see that there is a bigger problem here than just saying that 
inasmuch as we have only 30 people under treatment where we are 
permitted to have 50 people, that we cannot plan for a future program. 
I think that it requires bringing in all the people and working out a 
general campaign and program for the District. 

Senator DanteL. That is right. We must have a program to go 
out and get them, and not just base it on those who willingly come 
in, where some of their kinfolks file proceedings and bring them in, 
because these voluntary programs just do not seem to work anywhere. 
The doctors at Lexington and Fort Worth say that too. 

Mr. McLavucuuin. It was my understanding of this earlier statute 
that statements would be filed in the courts, and I would have thought 
that the 889 people would all have been processed through the courts. 
IT mean, I had just 1 day’s study of this subject, actually. 

Senator DanieL. Yes. 

Mr. McLaveutry. But T assure you that we will hold such staff 
meetings and we will come in here with some more definite proposals. 

T would like to ask the Assistant Corporation Counsels here whether 
they have any specific proposals at this time that the committee 
might be interested in. 


Derby: ETO en, 
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Senator DanreL. We would be glad to hear from the Counsel. 

Mr. Gasqusg. While you gentlemen are conferring, | would like to 
ask Dr. Seckinger a question. Does any provision of either law in 
the District of Columbia provide for the treatment of barbiturate 
addicts? 

Dr. Seckinger. No, it does not. That is a big problem, and it 
is coincidental with this, too. I mean, it goes right along with it. 
But it is a bigger problem than even the drug addict problem. | 
mean, its enforcement would be probably more difficult. 

Mr. McLaveuturn. Mr. Kneipp is ready to proceed. 

Dr. SecxincerR. Would that complicate the picture? As I stated, 
it is a big problem and it is one that will have to be solved and I 
believe some communities are working on it. What the success is, I 
do not know. 

Mr. Gasqusr. There has been a report from the Police Department 
that mothers have come in and stated that their sons or daughters were 
addicts of barbiturates, and the Police Department, Captain Thoman 
specifically, has had to tell them that he could not do anything for 
them. Dr. Schultz, what is your experience? 

Dr. Secxincrer. He has had some experience. I was just talking 
with him about this problem this morning. 

Dr. Scuutrz. Again, if the committee wants to take up the time to 
go into that, because it is not a simple thing, medically or psychiatri- 
cally, or certainly not legally, it is a very w widespread eobhien: The 
barbiturates—I 1 may say, first, that 1 was amazed to learn that the 
Uniform Narcotics Act did not include the synthetic narcotics which, 
just to me, makes no sense at all, because they are far more available 
now than the older drugs from the plant itself. 

But in terms of the barbiturates, it seems to be very widespread. 
Do you want me to say something about that, sir, at this time? 

Senator Danreu. Yes. 

Dr. Scnuttz. I would like to refer to the total problem of alcohol, 
opium, cocaine, marihuana, barbiturates, and, perhaps, paraldehyde. 
These are the drugs which we see most commonly, to which people 
are addicted, in the sense that they have given themselves to the use 
and cannot remove themselves from it, at least in a broad sense. 
Now, with the narcotics, it is true there is a physiological addiction, 
as you well know, that is not part of the addiction of other drugs, that 
makes the narcotic, particularly, a more vicious drug than the others 
in that sense. 

I would like to say that the personalities of the individuals involved 
in the addictions to these drugs themselves can be perhaps grouped 
into three broad categories. The alcoholic personality is not that of 
the addict, nor is that the same as the one that uses the barbiturates. 
I think that makes a difference in handling these cases. The alcoholic 
is very frequently guilt ridden, as a person feeling inferior and so on. 
We will not go into that. The narcotic addict, as I have pointed out, 
a majority of them are psychopaths in every sense of the word—amoral, 
or rather immoral. He cannot be taught, therefore, he is not the 
patient who can ever come in voluntarily. Psychiatrically, on the 
basis of theory alone, you would not expect any more than a small 
number, say more than 1 in 10, of people who come in for treatment 
of the addiction are honest. Most of them have some other motive. 
That is the narcotic end. 
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Now, with the barbiturates, the problem is very much broader. 
Here we are dealing with the ordinary so-called nervous people, 
the psychoneurotic primarily. These are the people for whom 
these drugs are very widely prescribed. I think every third medicine 
cabinet probably has some bartiturate in it. Therefore, the juveniles 
have no trouble getting these. They tell me all they have to do is 
xo around to their friends’ medicine cabinets and they will fiad them. 
heir parents have had them. Their uncles have had them pre- 
scribed by physicians. Their sisters have had them prescribed. 
They took a collection and they soon have enough for their own use. 

Mr. Gasqur. Even though there is no law for the possession of 
bartiturates, they are peddled on the streets for 25 cents a tablet. 

Dr. Scnuttrz. I have gone into some apartments where I have 
seen 4 or 5 or 6 bottles of those around, seconal, neonal, allonal— 
you know them all. Yes, they are very valuable because they can be 
peddled on the street very cheaply. hecause there are so many of them 
available. 

They are used, if I may just point out, in several broad categories 
of use. The true addict of the barbiturates I would say, is rare, 
because it does not have the physiological aspect. 

There is an intermediate group, however, and this does involve the 
true addicts to the narcotics, as well as the alcoholics that use the 
barbiturates, as a substitute during times when they cannot readily 
get the others, and it is sort of a makeshift, temporary measure. 

Then there is a third group, where it is mostly a matter of abuse, 
and here we have juveniles, particularly. They use it for thrills. 
They combine it very often with benzedrine, of course, to keep them 
awake and the barbiturates to give them a feeling of stimulation and 
benefits they are seeking. Very often it is connected with accidents 
and sex instances and many other difficulties they get into. 

Then there is the neurotic overuse where the physicians have pre- 
scribed it freely. This is by medical prescription. Whether it is too 
much or too little is a matter of medical judgment. 

Finally, there is the suicide situation, where these are becoming one 
of the most common methods of suicide, as you well know, again be- 
cause of the general availability. One patient who was known to be 
suicidal—the physician very carefully did not prescribe more than 
small amounts, but by careful working she saved up over the course 
of many months, and she acquired sufficient of these. 

Certainly they need to be controlled. With the narcotics, without 
a law with teeth in it, there is no possibility of doing anything with 
them, but with the barbiturates I feel they are somewhat similar to 
alcoholics. Certainly, we do not let the juveniles go into a bar under 
21. I do not think we should let anyone have access to these medica- 
tions at any age without control. 

In other words, certainly they should be controlled by physicians’ 
prescriptions and they should not have anv more in their mouth than 
a physician, to his knowledge, has prescribed. 

Senator Danrev. Dector, you realize most of the States do have 
such laws? 

Dr. Scuuttz. Exactly As a physician again, I practiced in New 
York, Massachusetts, and Connecticut and I was startled when I 
came here to find that there was no control. I did not have to com- 


ply with any particular regulations of this sort in the District of 
Columbia. 
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Senator Danret. We thank you for that fine discussion. 

Senator Welker, do you have any questions? 

Senator WELKER. No questions. 

Senator Danrex. Do either of you on the legal staff have any sug- 
gestions to make to the committee at this time? 

Mr. McLavueaurn. Mr. Kneipp? 

Mr. Kwnerpp. I am Robert F. Kneipp, assistant corporation 
counsel. 

Mr. Chairman, this is more a matter of bringing a position of law to 
the attention of the committee for their information and also to tie 
in with an idea advanced by Commissioner McLaughlin and by you, 
sir. 

Toward the early part of the hearing, you mentioned the fact that 
in New Jersey, I think it is, there is a law which declares an addic ‘t to 
be a public nuisance. We here in the District of Columbia— 

Senator Danteu. ‘Disorderly person.”’ I corrected that. 

Mr. Kwerpp. Disorderly person, excuse me. We here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia have in Public Law 85 of the 83d Congress in section 
208 a provision to this effect, and this may be something that the 
committee might want to follow with respect to the police action on it. 
Section 208 of the Criminal Act of the District provides that whoever 
is found in the District in an establishment where any narcotic drug is 
sold, administered, or dispensed, if he is unable to give a good acc ount 
of his presence in the establishment, shall be imprisoned for not more 
than 1 year or fined not more than $500, or both. 

It is necessary under that provision of law that he know that that 
establishment is one in which a narcotic drug is sold. 

Subsection (b) of that section 208 of the Criminal Act provides that 
any person employed in an establishment where a narcotic drug is 
sold, is subject to the same penalty of not more than a year nor more 
than $500 fine. He also would have to know that such an establish- 
ment was used for such purposes. 

Now, I do not know what success the police department has had in 
gaining any convictions under that provision of law. It might, how- 
ever, very well tie in with any rehabilitation establishment that has 
been or might be set up in the District of Columbia, and I offer that 
suggestion as tying in with Commissioner McLaughlin’s statement 
that perhaps what is required here is a staff meeting participated in by 
the medical people and by the police. 

Senator Danret. Do you know of any convictions under that law? 

Mr. Knerpp. I do not, sir. I should think it would be a little 
difficult to prove knowledge, however. 

I might mention also that there is in the House, House Joint 
Resolution 225, and title 2 of House Joint Resolution 225, presently 
before the Committee on Ways and Means in the House, would 
authorize the Surgeon General to accept for care and treatment in 
the hospitals and Public Health Service, addicts who are committed 
by the United States district court, among others, and that resolution, 
which is entitled ‘‘a joint resolution to provide for a more effective 
control of narcotic drugs,” also sets up farms for the rehabilitation of 
the narcotic addict. I offer those two suggestions as being some of the 
tools that the Chairman asked for earlier in the hearing, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Sets up what? 

Mr. Knerpp. Sets up farms. 
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Senator WELKER. Thank you. 
Mr. Knerpp. Section 103 of House Joint Resolution 225 authorizes 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to establish and 
maintain hospitals, farms, and other institutions for the care and 
rehabilitation of those suffering from drug addiction and also author- [| 
izes the States and, I believe, the District would be included among © 
those, to establish and maintain hospitals and farms. ; 

Senator DanieL. Now, you understand that we do want further 7 
recommendations after all of you have conferred on the matter and || 
have any other suggestions to make to the committee. Senator ~ 
Welker, do you have any other questions? 

Senator WreLker. No. i 

Senator Danigx. Counsel, any further questions? 

Mr. Gasque. No. 

Senator Danrev. Thank you, gentlemen, very much, and we will 
be glad to confer with you or hear you further at any time. We will 
leave it to you as to when you are prepared to say that you will come 
back to the committee with some more recommendations. 

Mr. McLavueuurn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gasquer. I should like to ask Dr. Schultz one question. 

Dr. Schultz, what use is being made of the ward that was established ie 
for narcotic cases? 

Dr. Scuutrz. For the storing of mattresses, sir. 

Mr. Gasques. The ward has security features; does it not? 

Dr. Scuuttz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. You do not recall the cost of constructing it? 

Dr. Scuutrz. I have heard a figure of $60,006. 

Mr. Gasquer. That is a pretty high figure for a mattress storage ; 
space; is it not? i 

Dr. Scuutrz. It has been said, not having enough addicts, and that 
has partly been, perhaps, because the law itself did not have enough 
effect in it, plus the fact that we did not contemplate using it for volun- 
taries, and although we do have enough addicts to use it, if we had the 
staff; the real reason that it is not being used, is that we haven’t the 
personnel. 

Senator Danrev. And you have not had the law to enable you to 
go out and get these addicts and bring them in? 

Dr. Scnutrz. We need both. 

Senator Daniet. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 
Is Dr. Harry Friedenberg in the room? Dr. Friedenberg? [No re- | 
sponse.] bi 
Captain Thoman. 
Captain THoman. Yes. 


I oe a aaa pe 


ey 


Qo roe ws 





TESTIMONY OF CAPT. TODD 0. THOMAN, JR., METROPOLITAN : 
POLICE DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D. C.; ACCOMPANIED 4 
BY DETECTIVE SGT. JOSEPH A. GABRYS 3 


Senator Danie. Will you identify yourself, your name and your 
title? 
Captain THoman. Todd O. Thoman, Jr., ener in charge 
of the narcotics squad of the Metropolitan Police Department. 
Senator DanieL. How long have you been serving as acting chief 
of the narcotics squad? 
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Captain THoman. Since October 15, 1954. 
Senator Danrex. The first question I would like to ask you is 
whether you know of any convictions under this Public Law 85 that 


was just mentioned a moment ago? The statute about the persons 
who frequent establishments where drugs are sold? 

Captain THoman. I do. 

Senator Danie,. Have there been many convictions under that 
law? 

Captain THoman. Offhand, I would say between 20 and 30. 

Senator DANIEL. Since you have been acting chief? 

Captain THoman. No. ‘That is since the law has been passed. 

Senator Danireu. Since the law has been passed? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. All right, sir. Now, do you have a prepared state- 
ment, or do you wish us just to ask questions? 

Captain Toman. I would like you to put the questions to us. 

Senator DanieL. We would like you to describe the size and organi- 
zation of the Narcotics Squad. 

Captain THoman. At the present time, it comprises myself and 
nine other men. We have 2 detective sergeants, 4 probational detec- 
tives, and 3 privates who are assigned to narcotic investigations, 
which includes the arrest of narcotic peddlers, and the investigations 
of doctors, dentists, veterinarians, nurses, and several other boards 
in the District. 

Senator Danteu. Is this squad exclusively assigned to narcotics 
work? 

Captain THoman. They are, sir. 

Senator Danrez. Is the narcotics problem here in the District con- 
fined to certain definite localities or is it widespread throughout the 
District? 

Captain THoMAN. It is concentrated practically to two precincts. 

Senator Dante. Do you have a map here showing those precincts? 

Captain Toman. I do, sir. 

Senator DANIEL. I wonder if you would go to the map and explain 
that to us? 

Captain THoman. We made a record of all the sales and seizures 
of narcotics covering the period from January 1, 1952, up to Junej30, 
1955, and they all seemed to be concentrated in this area, No. 2 and 
No. 13 precincts and, as you can see, small areas here in No. 1. 

Senator Daniget. Do you have those areas colored green on the 
map you are pointing to? 

Captain THoman. No; it is black, sir. 

Senator Danret. It is colored black. 

Captain THoMaAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. We will make the map and the areas listed a part 
of the appendix of the record. 

(See p. 1235 of the appendix.) 

Will you give the bounds of those precincts, just roughly? 

Captain THoman. Roughly, No. 1 and No. 2 and No. 3, are bound 
on the east by First Street and North Capitol Street and on the south 
by the Mall, that is No. 1 up to K Street, and over to 15th Street. 

Senator Danie. But you only have two small areas colored within 
that precinct? 

Captain THoman. That is right, sir. 
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Senator Danrev. Your main problem is which precinct? 

Captain THoman. No. 2. That is bounded on the east by First 
and North Capitol Streets. 

Senator DanreL. Waita minute. Instead of bounding the precincts 
let us bound the area which you have colored in blue. 

Captain THomaNn. That is covered from the Mall on the south to 
Euclid Street on the north, 15th Street on the west—of course, this 
section over here in No. 13 runs way over to Rock Creek and First 
Street and North Capitol Street on the north. 

Senator Danrex. Actually, your concentration of the narcotics 
problem, though, is in a smaller area than that you have bounded 
there; is that right? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. I would say between First and 15th 
Street, the Mall and Euclid Street. 

Senator Danrev. That is where your real problem is located? 

Captain THomMaN. Yes. 

Senator Danre.. Now, within that area, do you have the addiction 
or traffic problem concentrated even more within particular places in 
certain buildings, or has that been true in the past? 

Captain THoman. It has been concentrated, as you can see on this 
map here, in particular areas in No. 2 and No. 13 and No. 1. 

Senator Danie. Captain, our investigators tell us that there is 
one building here in the city in which you have made 135 narcotics 
arrests, is that correct? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Will you give us the name and location of that 
building and tell us about it? 

Captain THoman. That is a location, sir, and not a building. 

Senator Danreu. That is a location? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Describe it to us. 

Captain THoman. That is the location of Ninth and N Streets NW. 
There have been 135 buys and seizures at that location. 

Senator DanreL. You mean outside of a building? 

Captain THoMAN. Well, it could be in or outside of a building. 

Senator Danrgx. Is there a building located there in which you 
have made seizures? 

Captain THoman. Well, there are several buildings in that loca- 
tion that seizures have been made in; yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. So right there on that corner, in the vicinity of 
that particular corner, you have made a total of how many purchases 
and seizures? 

Captain THoMAN. 135. 

Senator Danie. Over what period of time? 

Captain THoman. That is from January 1, 1952, up until June 30, 
1955. 

Senator DanreL. Now, do you have a list of other seizures where 
they were made, attached to the map? 

Captain Tuoman. I do. 

Senator Danrev. We will make that a part of the record, also. Do 
you have any other information concerning the location of the problem 
in the District that you think might be of particular interest? We 
will make all the appendixes there part of the record. 
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Captain THomMan. Yes, sir. Some of the other higher incidence 
points on this map are canvassed between M, N, and O Streets, with 
102. 

Senator DanreL. 102? 

Captain THoMAN. 102 sales and seizures. 

Senator DANIEL. Sales and seizures of narcotics. 

Captain Toman. And also 12th and U. That would be the 1200 
block of U Street NW., 95, and in Freeman’s Court NW., which is 
between 6th and 7th, and N and O, NW., located in No. 2 precinct. 
There was a total of 70 sales and seizures. 

Senator Danret. What is this Freeman’s Court? 

Captain THoman. Well, it is inhabitated by alley dwellings, all 
alley dwellings. 

Senator Dantex. That is the name for a neighborhood there? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Senator Danret. About what dimensions? Within one block? 

Captain THoMAN. It covers one block; yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. One block, all right, sir. Senator Welker, do you 
have any questions about this map or location? 

Senator Wretksr. Not about the map or location but I will have 
some questions later on. 

Senator Danimt. Then I will finish these and pass the witness to 
you. In addition to your peddlers of narcotics, have you had in the 
District a high incidence of narcotics, reaching addicts through 
doctors? 

Captain THoman. [| have, sir. 

Senator DanrEL. Could you give us some case examples so that the 
committee will understand something about these doctors? I would 
suggest that you give the names where there have been convictions 
but you can simply give the others, as examples, if you wish to handle 
it in that way. 

We may want to go further into it, but to start with, suppose you 
give us some examples that will give us some idea of the situation. 

Captain THoman. Well, prior to my command of the squad. there 
was the case of Dr. Leavitt, who was recently convicted in court of 
selling to addicts, and also the case of Dr. Friedenberg. 

Senator Danie. Dr. Harry Friedenberg? 

Captain THoMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now, Dr. Friedenberg was not convicted; was he? 

Captain THoman. No, sir, he was not. 

Senator Danie. There was a hung jury in his case, I believe. 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. He has not been tried again? 

Captain THoman. He has not. 

Senator Danret. He has been subpenaed before this committee, | 
am not sure whether it has been served or not, but we do intend to 
call him as a witness before these hearings are concluded. Dr. 
Leavitt was convicted? 

Captain THoman. As I recall, I believe he pleaded guilty and 
was fined. 

Senator Danrex. All right, sir. Were both of them selling to 
addicts known to them to be addicts? 





848 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


Captain Tuoman. I believe they were; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. The evidence you had convinced you of that? 

Captain THomaAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. All right. Will you give us any other examples?. 

Captain THoman. Recently, I would say within the last 3 months, 
4 or 5 doctors have come to my attention who have been addicted to 
the use of narcotic drugs. In one case, there was a prior occasion on 
which he did supply approximately, I would say, 200 or 300 addicts 
on about 800 or 900 occasions. That is, supplying them with nar- 
cotics drugs on a prescription. 

Senator Danie.. Well, has this doctor ever been convicted? 

Captain THoman. No, sir, not to my knowledge. 

Senator DanreL. You have evidence that he did supply this many 
addicts with this much drugs? 

Captain THoMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Why hasn’t he been tried? 

Captain THoman. That was prior to my taking command of the 
squad, and as I understand it, he did not charge these addicts for these 
prescriptions. In other words, he was treating them for their addic- 
tion, and on most occasions would only give them 2 or 3 prescriptions, 
and I believe in one instance, he did give 1 addict 6 or 7 prescriptions. 

Senator Danrex. He let them take the prescriptions out and fill 
them and administer the drugs to themselves? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 

Senator Dantev. Of course, some people call that treatment, but 
some people just call it dispensing drugs to addicts. No doctor can 
tell but what they are going to go out and sell those drugs to other 
people, and he may be dispensing them to peddlers. 

Captain THoman. I believe that some of them that went and got 
the prescriptions did just that. 

Senator DanizeL. They went out and sold the drugs to addicts? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you have any evidence that this same doctor 
is still engaging in this work? 

Captain ‘THoman. No, sir. The last information I have on him is 
he is now in the hospital. He is in George Washington Hospital. 
About a month or two ago, I had him come into my office and we told 
him that we had information—in fact, we had a sworn statement from 
an addict—that he had furnished this addict morphine. He denied 
the allegation, and stated that the man had a medical history, which 
no doubt he did, but I believe that he was also supplying them for his 
addiction. I asked him at the time if we could examine his arms; at 
first he refused. 

Senator Danis.. This is the doctor you were talking about? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. And later on he did permit us to ex- 
amine his arms, which were full of old scar marks which looked to me 
like needles had been put into his arm and also the back of his hand. 

When asked for an explanation, he told us he was injecting seconal 
and vitamins into his arms and hands. 

Senator Danie. We will call this Dr. A. 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 


Senator Daniet. Do you have any other information concerning 
him? 
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Senator Wetker. Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. Is there any 
reason why we should call him Dr. A, or call him by his name? Or 
would it interfere with your investigation if we named him? 

Captain THoman. I believe, Senator, that the man is making an 
honest effort at this time to straighten himself out. 

Senator Weiker. Then why didn’t he tell the truth about what 
these injections were? You knew that was not the truth; didn’t you? 

Captain THoman. Yes, he admitted he was addicted up to February 
of this year. 

Senator We.iker. Do you believe, based on your experience, that 
he was injecting seconal and vitamins? 

Captain THoman. I believe that he was injecting seconal—not 
seconal, but dolophene, or whatever he was using, or morphine, into 
his arms and hands. Now, sir, I took that matter up with the district 
attorney. I told him of the action that I took. The doctor turned 
in his narcotics tax stamp. He also turned in his renewal for the 
narcotics tax stamp. And I planned to hold that from him until 
such time as I believe he is free of addiction. 

Senator WELKER. Do you actually feel that the doctor treated 
these addicts in an attempt to cure them? 

Captain THoman. I believe he was going under that assumption; 
ves, sir. 

Senator We.KEr. Did he charge them? 

Captain THomMan. He did not; no, sir. 

Senator Wreiker. Not a dime? 

Captain THoman. No, sir. 

Senator WeL_kKer. Who paid for the drugs? 

Captain THomaNn. Well, the addicts paid for the drugs at the 
drugstore. 

Senator Weiker. He did not charge for anything, treating them for 
a sprained ankle or a sprained wrist? 

Captain THoman. Not to my knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator Wetker. If the captain feels that he does not want to 
name the patient, and he is making an active attempt to rehabilitate 
himself, I am certainly willing not to ask him for the name. 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir; thank you. 

Senator Dantex. We will designate this doctor as Dr. A, at least for 
the time being. 

Captain THoman. Dr. A. 

Senator Danrev. All right, then, do you have another? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir; I have a Dr. B, who was brought to my 
office when it was learned he was using an excessive quantity of 
cocaine. The investigation disclosed that he was not only using it 
himself, but that he was also supplying his wife and father with it, 
and they had been addicted for, I would say, a period of 3 or 4 months, 
that we could show by the prescriptions. He was brought into the 
office, and he also agreed to surrender his narcotics tax stamp, and to 
report regularly to the narcotics squad’s office, to see that he was not 
doing anything he was not supposed to do so far as narcotics were 
concerned. 

Senator We.tkrer. Now, this agreement to surrender their tax stamp 
and the promise not to do anything wrong is a pretty easy way out, is 

it not, for a man who is violating the law? 
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Captain THoman. Now, in all of these cases, I presented all of the 
facts to the district attorney. 

Senator WeLkKer. No. You are not answering my question, Cap- 
tain Thoman. It would be a pretty easy way out, if you really had a 
man who was trying to evade the law, would that not be true? 

Captain THoman. Yes, I agree with that. 

Senator WreLkKer. You said you presented all the facts to the en- 
forcement authorities. Did you tell them what kind of patients were 
being treated? You told them that they were drug addicts? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 

Senator WreLker. Did you tell them from whence they came? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.ker. Allright. Can you tell me a little bit about some 
of these patients? Were they known addicts? 

Captain THoman. In the case of Dr. A, I was not on the squad at 
that time, but that is the same doctor that was in my office not 
long ago. 

Senator WELKER. Now, let us go to Dr. B. Where did he get his 
patients? 

Captain THoman. Well, he was addicted himself, and he was also 
supplying bis wife and father with the cocaine. 

Senator WreLkER. Did he supply anyone else? 

Captain THoman. Not to my knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator WreLKER. Now, let us go back to Dr. A. How do you 
know, or from your informants, how do you know that he did not 
charge these addicts? 

Captain THoman. That is the best information I have. 

Senator WreL_KEerR. Where did you get that information; from the 
addicts? 

Captain THomaNn. From all of the addicis that were interviewed; 
yes, sir, by the officers. 

Senator WreL_KrrR. And now, is it not a fact that they might le to 
protect the doctor? 

Captain THoman. It is possible; yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. Keep this in mind, Captain. I am not trying to 
embarrass the doctor or hurt him at all. You know, that is a rather 
strange statement. It is a pretty easy way to defend a lawsuit, I 
would say, to have the beneficiaries of the dope, namely the addicts, 
and then the peddler in the form of Dr. A, have them merely escape 
by saying, ‘“‘Well, they didn’t charge anybody for them.” 

Captain THoman. As I say, that is the best information that I have 
in the metter. That is all 1 know about it. 

Senatcr WeL_krer. When did Dr. A cease his activities? 

Captein Tuoman. I would say about 2 months ago. 

Senator WeL_krer. Now, do you have any other case examples? 

Captain THoman. I would like to add, with Dr. A, that we sent a 
police officer there on 2 oceasions and he gave the police officer 2 
prescriptions, and he did not charge the officer for the prescriptions. 

Senator WELKER. Now, that is not an estoppel; namely, that he 
did not know that you had an undercover agent in there. He probably 
knew his other patients pretty well, or he could have known him. 

Captain THoman. He could have known; yes, sir. 


Senator WreL_krer. Now, do you have any other examples other 
than A and B? 
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Captain THoman. Yes, I have Dr. C, who recently returned from 
Lexington, Ky., at the Public Service Health hospital there. He 
went there and took the full treatment for drug addiction. He was 
addicted to the use of demerol. 

Senator WeLker. Tell us about demerol. What is it? A deriva- 
tive of opium? 

Captain THoman. It is. a derivative of opium; ves, sir. It is a 
synthetic. 

Senator WELKER. A synthetic? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. And he had been addicted for about 
6 months, and he went to Lexington and took the treatment and 
returned here about 2 months ago. He came into my office. He 
surrendered his tax stamp and also his renewal, and I told him that 
I would keep that from him as long as | possibly could, and | believe 
that he is making an honest effort to rehabilitate himself, and I have 
so advised the district attorney, the medical society, and also the 
Commission on Licensure for Doctors. 

Senator WELKER. Captain, do you have any information that 
Dr. C was dispensing to addicts? 

Captain THoman. He was not. He was using it entirely for his 
own use. 

Senator WreLKER. Have you made any investigation of him since 
then, as to whether or not he is off of the junk? 

Captain THoman. I have, sir. I have been in contact with him. 
I have also written to the medical society and the Commission on 
Licensure for Doctors, and I believe the man is making an honest 
effort. 

Senator Werker. Very well. Now, Captain, do you have any 
others? That would be Dr. D, if you have any. 

Captain THoman. Oh, yes. ‘At the present time, we are conducting 
an investigation of a doctor who is out of the city at this time. 

Senator WreLker. Due to your investigation? 

Captain THoman. I believe so, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Captain Tooman. During an investigation, we found that he was 
writing a large number of prescriptions for ‘narcotics, demerol and 
morphine. On these prescriptions he would enter two items, usually 
one for demerol or dolophine, and under that a barbiturate. He 
would have the patient get the prescription filled and bring them 
back to his office in most instances. He would then tell the patient 
that he was going to make up a mixture with that narcotic to give 
him an injection, and he would keep that bottle of narcotic and give 
the patient the phenobarbital or whatever barbiturate. 

We checked a number of prescriptions and found what we believed, 
that he was using the demerol for himself. We questioned several of 
his patients, and one of his patients inadvertently, so he said, told the 
doctor that the police were checking on him. Consequently, our 
investigation ended ai that time, because the doctor left town, and 
that is the present status of that case. 

Senator Danie. That is Dr. D? 

Captain THoman. Dr. D; ves, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, these patients that were going to Dr. L 
were they known drug addicts to you, Captain? 
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Captain THoman. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 
medical histories. 

Senator WELKER. Medical histories? 

Captain THoman. And I believe that they are sincere in stating 
that they did not know what the doctor was giving them or what he 
was prescribing for them. 

Senator WELKER. So that we might completely understand it, the 
doctor was giving them the minor dosage of the barbiturate and he 
was keeping the opiate or the synthetic drug for himself; is that not 
correct? 

Captain THoman. He was. 

Senator We_ker. And you found that out, Captain, by your in- 
vestigation of the number of prescriptions he had issued? 

Captain THoman. Had issued; yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkerR. Now, do you have any other? 

Senator Daniex. You have probably asked this. Did you ever find 
any sales from this doctor of prescriptions to addicts? 

Captain THoman. Not to my knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator We.ker. Any other doctors? ; 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. I am familiar with a Dr. E, who 
has been practicing here for some time, supplying drug addicts. And I 
have been told that he does charge for prescriptions. 

Senator WeikeR. How long have you been familiar with Dr. KE? 

Captain THoman. I was familiar with him, I would say, from 1952, 
when I was temporarily on the narcotics squad, but we have been 
unsuccessful in making a case against him. 

Senator WELKER. Did you ever send any of your agents there? 

Captain THoman. We have, sir. 

Senator WELKER. He is too smart for you on that? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Keep in mind, this committee is not out to smear 
the medical profession or anyone who has a license to dispense drugs, 
but it comes under the authority of the resolution that we are attempt- 
ing to investigate. This distribution of opiate by the men named by 
you, is that considered by you to be a major problem? 

Captain THoman. I would say it is; yes. 

Senator WELKER. I take it that you would say that when you shut 
off the source of supply of opiates on the streets, then you have lost 
your case by virtue of the fact that the addict could get relief from 
some man licensed to dispense drugs? 

Captain THoman. I believe he could; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKrER. I have no further questions. 

Senator Danrev. We are going into the case of Dr. Friedenberg 
completely at our next session and as I understand it, Detective 
Gabrvs, who investigated that case, will testify concerning the 
Dr. Friedenberg case. 

Captain THoman. He did. 

Senator DanieL. Now then, there is one other question I would like 
to ask in conclusion. What is your opinion of the District addict law, 
the law that was passed in 1953? Is that helping you in the enforce- 
ment or combating of the narcotics problem? 

Captain THoman. The law as I see it at the present time is very 
cumbersome, from the point of filing the affidavit to finally getting 
the patient into the hospital. There are so many procedures and 
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technicalities that you have to go through to get the patient into the 
hospital. The most important part of it, I think, is the followup 
program, after the patient is released from the hospital. 

I had Detective Ernst check with Dr. Griffin about a month ago to 
determine how many of the returned addicts were reporting as reg- 
ularly as they were supposed to, that is, once a month, and I found 
that only 3 or 4 had even contacted Dr. Griffin out of a total, I be- 
lieve, of 16. 

Senator Danint. Now, who is Dr. Griffin? 

Captain THoman. He is the psychiatric chief to whom they are to 
report after coming from Lexington. And | had Detective Ernst 
go out and locate the remainder of these addicts and report to Dr. 
Griffin, and at the present time I believe all of them are either reporting 
or out of the jurisdiction. That is, one of them has been arrested, 
and I believe the rest of them are reporting, as they should. 

Senator Danie.. Have some of them gone back to narcotics after 
their treatment at the Federal hospital? 

Captain THoman. I believe on 1 or 2 occasions we have had them 
go back. 

Senator Danrxrt. I read recently where one woman was picked up, 
back on drugs, just a day or two after returning from Lexington. 
Are you familiar with that case? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir; she was one of the ones that was not 
reporting to Dr. Griffin. 

Senator Danret. She had just gotten back. She hardly had time 
to report before she went back oa drugs. 

Captain THoman. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Up in Philadelphia we had the example of the 
addicts receiving opiates in the institution. 

Captain THoman. Well, now, I might elaborate on that a little. 
This Dr. B that I referred to, the one that went to Lexington, he 
told us, the members of the squad and myself, that all the conversation 
while he was in Lexington was where they were going to get their 
shot when they got out. 

Senator Danrgeu. That is Dr. B, who was down there for treatment 
himself? 

Captain THoman. That is correct; yes, sir. And he also said that 
he knows on one occasion that narcotics were smuggled into the 
addicts in the hospital. 

Senator Danreu. In the hospital in Lexington? 

Captain THoman. In Lexington, yes. 

Senator Danrgex. Did he tell you what kind of narcotics were 
smuggled in? 

Captain THoman. No; he did not; no, sir. 

Senator Daniex. All right. Senator Welker. 

Senator WeLtker. You say that Dr. B is now in the hospital? 

Captain Tuoman. No, sir. I do not know whether that is Dr. B, 
but the one that went to Lexington is the man that I am speaking of. 
He is the one that is now back in the city, and I believe has straightened 
himself out. 

Senator We.ker. I have no further questions. 

Senator Danie. Counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes. Captain Thoman, in order to refresh your 
recollection, I believe that you may have 1 or 2 other doctors whom 
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you have not referred to. Are you familiar with a doctor, or have 
vou named a doctor whom you know to be operating in Alexandria, 
Va? 

Captain Tuoman. I have information of a doctor that is operating 
in Alexandria, Va. ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasaque. What type of information? 

Captain THoman. I have information that he has supplied addicts 
here in the city on a number of occasions, and that the police of 
Alexandria have been notified of his activity, and they state because 
of his political standing that they cannot do anything about him. 

Mr. Gasqug. Can you give us any other details, or could Sergeant 
Gabrys give us any other details on this? 

Captain THoman. Maybe Sergeant Gabrys can, yes. 

Sergeant Gasrys. I have personally called this doctor on 2 or 3 
occasions and talked to him about certain drug addicts that he was 
prescribing narcotic drugs for by prescription. In each one of those 
instances, he would stop for the time being and then pick up some- 
time later on. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, when you say he would stop, he would stop 

Sergeant Gaprys. Stop writing prescriptions for those particular 
drug addicts. In talking to him, I would always try to talk generally 
rather than pointedly. I tried to bring over to him the fact that he 
was writing prescriptions for a large number of drug addicts and 
would rather have him stop writing prescriptions for all rather than 
just one. But in my experiences with him, he would only stop writing 
for those that I called his attention to, and that temporarily. 

Mr. Gasque. And to the best of your knowledge, is he still writing 
prescriptions? 

Mr. Gasrys. To the best of my knowledge, he is; yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. For addicts? 

Mr. Gaprys. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Senator WELKER. Does he receive any fee for it? 

Mr. Gasrys. That I don’t know, sir, whether he is receiving a fee 
for the prescriptions or not. 

Senator Danrev. Have you taken this up with the Virginia officials? 

Mr. Gasrys. We have talked to the Virginia authorities about him. 
We have talked to the Federal Bureau of Narcotics about him, and 
they have knowledge of his activities. 

Senator WreLxer. The report came back to you that because of the 
political stature of this gentleman, nothing could be done to him? 

Mr. Gasrys. That did not come back to me. 

Senator WELKER. It came back to the Captain; am I right? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. He must be a pretty high-flying gentleman over 
there. 

Senator DanreL. You may know about it, but we had a situation 
like that in Philadelphia, in which the doctor had been a former police 
doctor, or surgeon, and a member of the school board and a member of 
the Crime Commission, and we brought his name out, and the com- 
mittee will discuss the matter a little bit later. 

But you may have a case here that the committee would definitely 
want to go into. But we are respecting the captain’s thoughts about 
the identity of these doctors that are addicts themselves and trying to 
cure themselves. There is probably no reason for this committee to 
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go into that, because the local officials seem to be doiig something 
about it. 

But I will say to you that as far as a doctor who is writing these 
prescriptions to drug addicts in a case where the local officials are 
not doing anything about it, this committee may very will want to 
subpena that doctor. We will discuss the matter at recess. 

Senator WELKER. Have you any. case against this man, Captain? 
Do you know whether there is a case against him? 

Captain THoman. Which one was that, sir? 

Senator WELKER. The Alexandria politician. 

Captain THoman. I don’t know of any case ever being made against 
him, no, sir; not to my knowledge. 

Senator WeLkKer. Well, it is very close to home, you know. It 
is not very far across that bridge for your addict, and I certainly 
would like to encourage you to find out all you can about this so you 
can report to the committee. 

Captain THoman. All right, sir. We will. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, Captain, have you mentioned in your testimony 
a doctor whom I have information who lives on East Capitol Street? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir; I have already testified about him; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. And you did mention the doctor who sent patients 
to the drug store with prescriptions? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, in this case, I believe you gave the name of 
the doctor. There was an unfortunate case. There was a cancer 
expert who became addicted, and after considerable patience in trying 
to rehabilitate him on your part, I believe you finally had to have him 
either put away in jail or sent to Lexington? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir; that is correct. That was prior to my 
time. That was Dr. Riccobono. 

Mr. Gasqusr. What was the name? 

Captain THoman. Riccobono. 

Mr. Gasqur. Could you give us some details on that case? 

Captain THoman. I believe Sergeant Gabrys can tell you more 
about that case than I can. 

Sergeant Gaprys. Dr. Riccobono, Dr. Joseph J. Riccobono, who— 
may I get the jacket on that case, please? 

Senator DANIEL. Yes. 

Sergeant Gasrys. Dr. Riccobono—I gave that name as Joseph J. 
I am in error on that. It is Xavier John Riccobono—is a young, 
white male individual who became addicted to the use of narcotic 
drugs. We first got into the case involving Dr. Riecobono through 
information received by our squad from the Peoples Drug Stores, 
who had noticed large numbers of prescriptions that were being 
brought to a certain drugstore by the doctor personally. This is 
not an illegal practice, but it is an unusual practice. Usually a 
doctor will write a prescription and have the patient bring it in, 
rather than bring it in himself. 

In checking on these prescriptions, we discovered that in some of 
them the persons for whom the prescriptions were written were non- 
existent. Then we found that the addresses of some were also 
nonexistent. 
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So we brought Dr. Riecobono into the office of the narcotics squad 
where we confronted him with the evidence that we had, and there 
he admitted to us that he was addicted to the use of narcotic drugs. 
The narcotic drug that he was writing these prescriptions im for 
particularly was demerol, demerol hydrochloride. 

Dr. Riccobono stated that he became addicted to use of narcotic 
drugs because of the pressures of his work. He gave a name for 
the specialty in which he practiced. I believe it was radiology. It 
has something to do with 

Mr. Gasque. Radiology. 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes; that is right. He stated that because of 
a pressures in connection with his work, he began using narcotic 

rugs, 

We presented the case to the United States Attorney for the District 
of Columbia, Mr. Rover, and the facts that we had developed in the 
case. Mr. Rover thought because of the value to the community of 
this doctor, well, and not addicted to the use of narcotics, that an 
opportunity should be furnished him to rehabilitate himself, submit 
himself for proper hospital treatment, and given an opportunity to 
rehabilitate himself to the point where he would become a valuable 
asset to the community. 

Dr. Riccobono accepted the offer and did submit himself to a hos- 
pital of his own choosing. The one in particular was the Sheppard 
Pratt Institute in Baltimore. There he remained for a short period 
of time and was discharged from there and was apparently cured of 
his drug addiction. 

He came back to Washington and got a job at the District of Co- 
lumbia General Hospital. There he again fell into the use of bar- 
biturates rather than narcotics. He was found one time, I understand, 
in a semiconscious condition in a washroom, and he appeared to be 
very strongly under the influence of barbiturate drugs. 

The case was brought to the attention of Mr. Rover, who again 
talked to Dr. Riccobono and his attorneys. Dr. Riccobono, through 
his attorneys, pleaded for one more chance to rehabilitate himself, 
and with his mother present there, that opportunity was granted him 
again by Mr. Rover. 

As a result of that, he was confined at the Kalorama Institute. It 
is a local institution used primarily for the treatment of alcoholism. 
He stayed there for as long as the doctors of the institution thought 
it was necessary for him to be there, and after release he got a job— 
I believe it was with the Hunter Laboratories—where he acted in his 
capacity as a 

Senator Weiker. What was that? 

Sergeant Gasrys. The Hunter Laboratories. I think they are 
pathological laboratories where they examine cancer tissues, and so on. 

And while employed there, he became involved again in the use of 
barbiturates. At that time the case was presented back to Mr. Rover, 
who referred the case to the courts for prosecution, and Dr. Riccobono 
pled guilty to 15 counts of an indictment charging him with forgery 
of narcotic prescriptions and was sentenced on October 8, 1954, by 
Judge Letts to serve 16 months to 4 years at Lexington, Ky., and he ia 
confined there at the present time. 

Senator Danrex. Is there anything further? 

Mr. Gasqup. No. 
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Senator Wetxer. No further questions. 
Senator Dante... Thank you very much. Captain Thoman, do 

you have any further recommendations to make to us today? You 

understand, we will receive any other recommendations that you have 

at any time. 

Captain Tuoman. I will go along with the recommendations that 
Captain Layton made, and ae I would like to recommend that the 
possession of barbiturates be covered in any new laws that might be 
enacted. 

Senator WELKER. Illegal possession, Captain? 

Captain THoman. Illegal possession; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Definitely we should have laws preventing the 
illicit use of synthetic drugs, barbiturates, and then you also feel 
that we should have some kind of laws that will enable you all to get 
these 889 addicts off the streets; do you not? 

Captain THoman. Well, at the present time in our files we have 
records on 1,812 addicts. Now, that covers a period from the time 
that the squad was formed, that is, from 1939 up to the present time. 

Senator Danreu. Are there any duplicates in that 1,800? 

Captain THoman. There are some duplicates in that 1,800. They 
have been interviewed more than one time, yes. 

Senator Danie. More than one time? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 

Senator Dantex. You have recorded a total of 1,800 addicts 
in the District, but there are some duplications; is that right? 

Captain THoman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danie. Now, these 889 are the number of addicts reported 
since January 1953, to the Bureau of Narcotics? 

Captain THoman. That is correct, sir. It covers the 28-month 
period from January of 1953 up until April of 1955, I believe. 

Senator Danrau. Now, what is your idea about the total number of 
addicts in the District, as far as an estimate is concerned? We have 
889 known and reported since January 1953. Based on the informa- 
tion that you have in your records as to other addicts, and the fact 
that you know all of them have not come to the attention of law 
enforcement officers since January 1953, could you give the committee 
an estimate as to how many addicts you ‘think there are in the District? 

Captain THoman. I would hesitate to give any estimate, but I 
know there are quite a few more than we have on our records, at least, 
the ones that we do not know about. 

Senator Daniev. Would you give us the minimum as to what you 
would estimate the number to be, at least so many? 

Captain THoman. I would hesitate to take any specific number. 

Senator Dantet. Do you think it would be nearer 1,800 than 889? 

Captain THoman. I would hesitate to say any specific number. 

Senator Danie. T see. Thank you very much, Captain. 

Captain THoman. Thank you. 

Senator Danie. Troy Ingles. 

Senator We.ker. Troy Ingles, will you come forward, please? 
Raise your right hand and be sworn. 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you give before the subcom- 
mittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 
Mr. Inauzs. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF TROY INGLES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Weiker. Take a seat. 

Mr. Gasque. Captain Thoman, would it be possible for you to tell 
the committee what you know about the present witness, Troy Ingles? 

Captain THoman. On June 28, I believe it was, of this year, we 
received information that the witness seated here was selling barbi- 
turates and wine to an informer. We had the informer in our office 
at the time. We gave the informer marked money and sent him to 
the witness’ room, where he made a purchase of some seconal capsules, 
and a fifth of wine. He purchased four seconal capsules and a fifth 
of wine. He was immediately placed under arrest and charged with 
the violations, and at the present time that case is pending in the 
court. 

Senator Danie. Is that your correct name, Mr. Ingles, Troy 
Ingles? 

Mr. Inauzs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And where do you reside now? 

Mr. InGues. How is that? 

Senator Danis. Where do you reside at this time, where do you 
live? 

Mr. Inauges. 707 Mount Vernon Place NW. 

Senator DanieL. Can you give the committee the source of the 
barbiturates and seconal that the captain has just told us about that 
you sold? 

Mr. Inaues. Well, I have a case pending, and I would rather not 
make any statement. 

Senator Dante. Do you have an attorney with you in the com- 
mittee room? 

Mr. Incuxs. No, sir; I haven’t got an attorney. 

Senator DANIEL. With respect to the question I just asked, is it 
your desire to claim fifth amendment, and not answer the question 
because it might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Ina zs. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeL_ker. Mr. Chairman, I think it is appropriate as a 
member of the committee that I make this statement on behalf of the 
chairman. 

It has been my privilege to serve with the distinguished Senator 
from Texas as chairman of this committee for some time, and it has 
been a great deal of work. Mr. Ingles appears before us now without 
the benefit of counsel. He obviously wanted to take the fifth amend- 
ment on the first question that was asked him by the distinguished 
Senator from Texas. Technically, he did not form a correct objection, 
but Senator Daniel and the Senator from Idaho feel that we should 
not take advantage, even remotely, of the failure of a witness to 
perfect his objection under the fifth amendment. 

The second question propounded to the witness by the chairman 
we both feel might come within the privilege under the fifth amend- 
ment since it might tend to link the defendant with a chain of cir- 
cumstances which might force him to bear witness against himself. 

This committee is not here to hurt anyone; it is not here to try to 
get anyone into trouble. The chairman certainly, the great attorney 
that he has been for many years, would be the last to even presume 
to suggest any such activity. 
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The chairman has asked me to express his feeling in this matter 
since he propounded the question, that this witness will not be asked 
any further questions so long as you feel, and the committee might 
feel, that in your present state of mind your answer might force you 
to bear witness against yourself. 

I might say this, in conclusion, Mr. Ingles, that you appear to us 
to be an unfortunate individual. You have made some mistakes in 
life. That cannot be held against you. But I hope that you will 
reconsider this matter, and if you can be of any help to this committee, 
that is what we want, to keep people from getting into the circum- 
stances that obviously you are now in. 

Am I correct, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Danie. Yes, with this one addition, Senator Welker, and 
that is, Mr. Ingles, I wish you would consider the matter and advise 
with your counsel or anyone representing you, and then, if tomorrow, 
or while we are holding these hearings, you voluntarily are willing to 
give this committee any information concerning the source of nar- 
cotics, with which you were formally charged in 1953, or under the 
present charge, if you are willing to volunteer to this committee any 
information concerning the matter, we would like for you then to 
come back before the committee and give us that information. In 
other words, we are not going to insist upon your answering any ques- 
tions that might tend to incriminate you, when you do not have counsel! 
here to advise you. 

But suppose you think it over and talk with your counsel, and then, 
if you wish to cooperate with the committee, voluntarily giving us 
any information concerning the source of these drugs, we would be 
glad to call you back to the stand at a future date. 

Do you have a lawyer representing you in the pending case? 

Mr. Ineuzs. Yes. 

Senator Dante. Will you confer with him about this matter? 

Mr. Inauzs. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. And then report back to us as to whether or not 
there is any information. You realize that the drug traffic is a bad 
thing and a dangerous thing for this country? 

Mr. INGLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. And if there is any information that you can give 
the committee that your attorney feels will not be harmful to you in 
the pending case, you come back to us and let us know tomorrow; 
will you? 

Mr. Inaugzs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantets. Thank you. 

Senator WELKER. Mr. Ingles, I might say that you have seen a 
congressional committee in action now. If that committee wanted 
to take advantage of you, they very well could have done so. They 
have treated you with respect and courtesy, and they have treated 
you a lot finer than probably a lot of witnesses have been treated. 

I just want to leave this observation with you, that from what I 
have heard here from the captain, whom I have known for 5 years, it 
does not take anybody any time to make a mistake, but it takes a 
good man to make up for a mistake. If you feel in your heart that 
you have done anything wrong, I think it would be better for you to 
cooperate with the committee and with the Police Department. 

Senator Dantx.. All right, that is all, Mr. Ingles. 
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The committee will stand recessed until tomorrow morning at 10 
o’clock. The witnesses who are under subpena will return at that 
time. Are the witnesses who are under subpena here? 

William Douglas? 

Mr. Dovatas. Here. 

Senator Danrzx. All right. The witnesses will return at 10 o’clock 
in the morning in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, July 13, 1955.) 
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The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. in room 457, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Price Daniel (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Daniel (presiding), and Welker. 

Also present: C. Aubrey Gasque, subcommittee counsel, and W. L. 
Speer, subcommittee investigator. 
Senator Danrex.. Captain Thoman. 













TESTIMONY OF CAPT. TODD 0. THOMAN, METROPOLITAN POLICE 
DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D. C. 





Mr. GasqurE. Captain Thoman, yesterday you told the subcom- 
mittee about seven doctors who became involved in narcotics. Could 
you tell us something about the case of Dr. Levitt, whom I believe 
vou did not speak of yesterday, for the matter of completing the 
record? 

Captain THoman. Dr. Levitt was arrested some time ago and 
charged with supplying addicts with narcotics. He usually charged 
the addicts anywhere from $5 to $10 for a prescription, and he sup- 
plied, I would say, approximately 1,000 prescriptions to the addicts 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Gasqur. Continue in your own words, Captain. 

Captain THoman. He was arraigned in court and he pled guilty to 
a misdemeanor, and as I recall he was fined $500, and he also turned in 
his license to practice medicine. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, he, Dr. Levitt, was selling prescriptions to 
addicts? 

Captain THoman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Gasquer. Was he an addict himself? 

Captain THoman. I do not believe so; no, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Did your undercover men of the narcotics squad 
purchase prescriptions from Dr. Levitt? 

Captain THomAN. I am not sure on that point, but I do not believe 
they did. 

Mr. Gasque. Would Detective Sergeant Gabrys know that? 

Captain THoman. Maybe he could help on that point. I have been 
advised that there was an informer that went in and got a prescription 
under the supervision of the narcotics squad. 
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Mr. Gasqur. But you did have the testimony of innumerable 
addicts that they had purchased narcotics prescriptions from him? 

Captain THoman. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. The doctor was fined $500 and gave up the practice 
of medicine? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, Captain, yesterday you told the committee 
about several doctors. Now, do you know of any nurses or other 
medical personnel who have become so involved with narcotics? 

Captain THoman. In the past several months 2 or 3 nurses have 
been brought to my attention that have used narcotics. One in 
particular was employed in a hospital, and she was taking the hypo- 
dermics from the syringes to be given to patients that were going in 
the operating room and using them for her own use. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know of any other nurses? 

Captain THoman. There was one other nurse that was brought in, 
also from a hospital, where narcotics were being—well, the narcotics 
were missed while she was working. Of course, she denied it. The 
disposition of that case was that she was just discharged from the 
hospital. 

Mr. Gasque. Would you identify the hospital, or would you prefer 
not to? 

Captain THoman. As I recall, it was Columbia Hospital. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, to the best of your knowledge, were any of the 
nurses involved with selling narcotics prescriptions? 

Captain THoman. To the best of my knowledge, they were not. 
There was another case where one was involved with selling them. 

Mr. Gasque. The nurse was selling? 

Captain THoman. In another case, yes, sir; a practical nurse. 

Mr. Gasque. A practical nurse? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 

Mr. Gasqur. Was she selling narcotics or narcotics prescriptions? 

Captain THoman. She was selling narcotics. 

Mr. Gasque. Selling narcotics? 

Captain THoman. Yes. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Do you know the source of her narcotics? 

Captain THoman. I do. 

Mr. Gasquer. Can you reveal the source to the subcommittee? 

Captain THoMAN. She was obtaining her narcotics from a narcotic 
addict. 

Mr. Gasque. From a narcotic addict? 

Captain THoMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. What was his source of the narcotics? 

Captain THoman. He obtained them through a doctor’s prescrip- 
tion. 

Mr. Gasque. And can you reveal the name of the doctor? 

Captain THoman. I know his name, but I would rather not dis- 
close it. 

Mr. Gasaque. It has not come up in the subcommittee at any prior 
time? 

Captain THoman. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, what about practical nurses? 

Captain THoman. Well, the nurse that I just spoke of was a 
practical nurse. Now, I also have in mind a case of a practical nurse 
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that we had a warrant on for the sale of heroin, and she was arrested 
in the home of an elderly couple taking care of the wife. 

I presented the facts to the District attorney. The case was about 
2 years old and he saw fit just to drop the case against her, inasmuch 
as she was regularly employed and seemed to be straightened out. 

Mr. Gasquer. Now, as a result of your experience, Captain, do you 
have any ideas on the educational programs or preventive programs 
which could be instituted to help rid the District of Columbia of the 
narcotics problem? 

Captain THoman. I believe if an educational program was instituted 
in the areas where the narcotic addiction and peddling is most prev- 
alent, I believe it would be very beneficial to the city as a whole. 

Mr. Gasque. Would those educational programs be both for adults 
and students in the schools? 

Captain THoman. I would say it would be aimed primarily at the 
schools, that is, the high schools. 

Mr. Gasque. So it would be similar to the educational programs 
they have in the New York school system? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasquge. Now, do you have any other ideas on educational 
programs? 

Captain THoman. I believe that a strong preventive program 
should also be instituted in those areas where the addiction and ped- 
dling of narcotics is more prevealent. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Captain Thoman, one weakness in the organizational 
setup in the District of Columbia for dealing with narcotic problems 
seems to be the lack of undercover personnel in the narcotics squad 
to go out and find the peddler or the active drug addicts who can be 
brought in under the District of Columbia addict law. Is that 
correct? 

Captain Tuoman. There is very little incentive, in my opinion, for 
an undercover man to do work on the narcotics squad. He is given 
no extra compensation for his clothing. He has no extra compensa- 
tion for the use of his car, and the long hours that he is compelled to 
work in that activity. 

I believe that the number of undercover men should be guided by 
the work that they can accomplish. In other words, if they can go 
out there and get the evidence, I would say that that would depend 
on the number of men that we needed in the squad. In other words, 
if we could send 10 men out there and get the evidence, I would say 
that we would need 10 men. 

Senator WELKER. Captain, as a matter of fact, an undercover 
man’s work is a great deal more dangerous and a great deal more 
technical—is that not true—than that of a uniformed policeman? 

Captain THoMAN. Yes; it is, sir. It is an extra hazard to go out 
and associate with that type of people. 

Senator Wetker. And just one slip might bring disaster? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Senator WeLker. Thank you, Captain. 

Mr. Gasqus. Do you have any recommendations other than those 
for improving the narcotics squad? 

Captain THoman. I would say they would be most helpful, if we 
could have those taken into consideration. 
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Mr. Gasque. Now, I believe that you have stated that you do find 
it difficult to get good men for duty with the narcotics squad. 

Captain Tuoman. That is correct. There is no inducement or in- 
centive for a man to do that kind of work. 

Mr. Gasquer. You go out to the schools and pick men out? 

Captain THoman. To the training school; that is, the Police Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Gasque. The training school? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasquet. What type of man do you have to have as an under- 
cover man for the narcotics squad? Describe his characteristics. 

Captain THoMAN. Well, we would have to have a man that is more 
or less a of a jive-type individual, that is, one of these beebop-looking 
characters, especially in the section where it is most prevalent now. 
an is, one that looks or has the characteristics of a junkie, so to 
speak. 

Mr. Gasqur. What kind of clothes would he wear? 

Captain THoman. Well, those long coats. He has to have his hair 
cut long. 

Senator WeLker. A ducktail haircut? 

Captain THoman. Yes; that sort of thing. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, Captain, I wonder if you would for the benefit 
of the committee point to the exhibits you have kindly brought today 
and identify them. Why don’t you go up there personally? 

Captain THoman. These syringes here on the board are used by the 
addicts to inject the narcotic solution into their arms and legs. These 
cookers are used to dilute the solution with water and hold it over, 
usually over a match, to heat it. These are also parts of the needles. 
This is a tourniquet to put around the arm to restrict the vein. These 
are also cookers. Here is a sifter and a measurer used in measuring 
narcotics. Here is usually the size of capsules that heroin is sold in. 

Mr. Gasqur. What is the technical name for that? 

Captain THoman. What is that? 

Mr. Gasque. That is not a deck of heroin? 

Captain THoman. No. This is a capsule; caps, they call them. 
And this is, of course, the bulk cocaine and heroin. 

Senator DanreL. Senator Welker, any questions? 

Senator Weiker. I think not. I want to make the observation 
that I appreciate the captain’s remark with respect to the undercover 
man who works in the narcotic line. I have had a little experience in 
police work and defense work, and in my opinion a good undercover 
officer is the hardest type in the world to find. 

Captain THoman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator We._xer. He must have a personality; he must have an 
educated personality. 

Captain Toman. To be able to put himself at that level. 

Senator WeLker. That is right, and yet be on the level of the honor- 
able policeman. 

Captain THomMaNn. That is right, sir. 

Senator WeLiker. Thank you, Captain. 

Senator Danrev. Captain, you have brought some pictures to the 
committee. Will you identify these so that we might put them in 
our files and make them part of the record if the committee decides 
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to do so? Do you want to identify the whole group, or would you 
like to identify them individually? 

Captain THoman. I would rather identify them individually, if I 
may. 

Senator Danrgz. All right. Suppose you identify them individu- 
ally for the benefit of the committee, starting at the top of this folio, 
with picture No. 1. 

Captain THoman. This first picture shows the right leg of an ad- 
dict who has been injecting herself between the knee and the thigh. 
It shows numerous abscesses and scars there. (See p. 1236 of the 
appendix.) 

And that wax moulage is the same leg, that is, the same leg of the 
addict. 

Here is shown the left arm of the same addict, showing the abscesses 
and scars on her arms from the use of injection of narcotics. (See 
p. 1236 of the appendix.) 

Senator WELKER. Captain, was she using a needle there or an ice 
pick? 

Captain THomaNn. She was using a needle, sir. 

Senator WeLkeEr. That is about the worse thing I ever saw. It is 
really something. Did she use any sterilization or anything? 

Captain THoman. That is probably the reason for these sores and 
abscesses because she did not sterilize the needle, in my opinion. 

Senator Weiker. Captain, it is a fact, though, that addicts in 
many cases use all sorts of devices for the injection? 

Captain THoman. Oh, yes. 

Senator WELKER. Not needles; they might use a nail? 

Captain THoman. Anything; a pin or a needle or anything of that 
sort that is sharp enough to get the injection into the vein. 

Senator WELKER. Now, was there any attempt made here to inject 
the narcotic in the big vein of the arm? By that, I mean the main 
artery? 

Captain Tuoman. In this case I think not, sir, because most of 
the scars are on the outside of the arm. 

Senator WELKER. I see. 

Captain THoman. Now, this picture shows the same addict, the 
left leg with numerous scars and abscesses. 

Senator Danigex. That is No. 3? 

Captain THoman. That is No. 3. 

Senator Danreu. Refer to them by numbers. 

Captain THomaNn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? How long hac 
this addict been on the junk? 

Captain THoman. What was that? About 2 or 3 years? 

Sergeant Gasrys. I beg your pardon? I did not get the question. 

Senator WeLker. How long had the addict, as shown by exhibits 
1, 2, and 3, been an addict? 

Sergeant Gasprys. Oh, she had been an addict for quite a long 
period of time. 

Captain THoman. About 3 or 4 years? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. Three or four years? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Thank you. 
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Captain THoman. Here is also the full face—this is the No. 4 
picture—it shows the full-face view of an addict. It shows scars 
and sores on both arms from injections. 

No. 5 picture is a picture of an addict with his arms folded up 
showing the scars and abscesses. (See p. 1237 of the appendix.) 

Here is a bottom view of an addict 

Senator Danrev. And that is No. 6? 

Captain THoMAN (continuing). No. 6, showing scars on his arms 
and also patches on his legs from injections. (See p. 1238 of the 
appendix.) 

No. 7 is the same addict showing the back of the legs, the scars 
and abscesses. (See p. 1239 of the appendix.) 

No. 8 is a picture of another addict showing numerous scars on 
both arms from injections. 

No. 9 is a picture of another addict showing scars on the back of 
his legs at the knees where he had made injections. (See p. 1240 of 
the appendix.) 

No. 10 is the picture of another addict showing the marks where the 
needles had been inserted at the elbow. (See p. 1241 of the appendix.) 

No. 11 shows a picture of a Chinese opium layout, the opium 
layout and two Chinese. (See p. 1241 of the appendix.) 

Senator WreLker. [| have a question, Mr. Chairman. Do they 
both use the same pipe in the picture here? I only notice one pipe. 

Captain THoman. I would say so. In the picture there is only 
one pipe. 

Senator WELKER. One would take a few drags and pass it over to 
the other? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKeEr. One of them looks a little sleepy. Has he had 
some there? 

Captain THoman. He probably has. 

Senator Wetker. In fact, both of them look a little sleepy. 

Captain THoman. No. 12 shows a complete opium smoking layout. 
This was seized in Chinatown here in the District. 

No. 13 is a picture of practically the same layout. 

Captain THoman. No. 14 shows the typical quarters of a narcotic 
addict. 

Senator Wre_krrR. Now, more or less describe for the record the 
first section of this picture. 

Captain THoman. The top part of the picture shows a gas stove 
and a table and various utensils scattered about. 

Senator WeLKer. And a bed right next to the gas stove and table? 

Captain THoman. That is right. 

Senator Wretker. It has an appearance of abject poverty; is that 
right? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Senator Wreiker. And yet he is spending more money on his habit, 
no doubt, than it would take him to buy an apartment in one of the 
best apartment houses here? 

Captain THoman. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Now, the lower section is apparently a Chinese 
opium den; is that right? 
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Captain THoman. That is correct. 
Senator WeL_ker. Will you describe that for the record? 

Captain THomaNn. That has a bed in kind of a rumpled-up condition, 
showing a bed with various objects on it and two Chinese seated near 
the bed and table. 

Captain THoman. This is a picture—No. 15 shows the premises 
that were raided for opium and it discloses the radiator and the hole 
in the floor under the radiator where the opium was found. 

This picture shows a room where an opium outfit is laid out, showing 
the table, the radiator, and the chair and the outfit laid on the floor. 
This is No. 16. 

Senator WreLker. Captain, how long does it take them to get opi- 
ated at one of these layouts like that? How long do they have to 
smoke? 

Captain THoman. Sergeant Gabrys could probably help you on 
that. 

Senator WeLKER. How long do they have to smoke this opium here 
in this layout as described in this picture No. 16 here? Does it take 
some little time or just a few whiffs and they are off? 

Sergeant GaBrys. I really do not know, Senator, how long it takes 
for them to be affected by the smoke. We have entered dope pads, 
after having the pads under observation for some time and seen known 
users of opium enter those dope pads. We entered, then, about a 
half hour later, and on entry we would find the individuals in a pros- 
trate position at these smoking positions, and they would usually be 
asleep or appear to be asleep. 

Senator WELKER. I see. Thank you. 

Senator DantgeL. Sergeant, while you are here, were all the pictures 
of these opium dens taken in the District? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir; they were. 

Senator Danie. And in recent years? 

Sergeant GasBrys. In recent years; ves, sir. 

Senator Danie. All the pictures that the captain is identifying 
were taken in Washington, D. C.? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Every one of them; yes, sir. 

Captain THoman. This is No. 17. It shows Detective Sergeant 
Gabrys, Detective Didone, and Detective McDonnell on the premises 
of Lee Won Sing, who has already been mentioned here, in the seizure 
of 13 pounds of opium in his home. 

Senator WELKER. What is the value of 13 pounds of opium on the 
retail market; if you know? 

Sergeant GaBrys. I do not know exactly, Senator. I think that 
pure smoking opium—and this opium was in its pure state—I think 
that pure smoking opium sells for about $700 a pound. I may be in 
error on that. 

Agent Morrison can probably help on that. 

Mr. Morrison. That is about the prevailing market price. 

Senator WELKER. $700 a pound. And you found how many? 

Captain THOMAN. 13 pounds. 

Sergeant Gasrys. That is at wholesale to the individual. And if 
that individual was engaged in retail, he probably realized twice or 
three times as much per pound from that. 
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Senator Danrext. Did you say this took place in January of this 
year? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanrEu. Has this individual been tried? 

Captain THoman. He has been charged. 

Sergeant Gasrys. He pled guilt to this violation and is now 
awaiting sentence, although he is already serving sentence on a 
previous conviction. 

Captain THoman. No. 18 is a picture of the same raid showing all 
the police officers that assisted. 

No. 19 shows the arms of a young addict who had injected narcotics 
into his veins, and he made an attempt to cover up those scars by 
burning the area with a match. 

Captain THoman. No. 20 shows a picture of an individual in 
Tampa, Fla., who killed several people while under the influence of 
marihuana. That was in 1935, 1 believe. It shows the wild look in 
his eyes. 

Senator Wetker. Is that the typical look of a man using mari- 
huana? 

Captain THoman. Yes. And the last picture, No. 21, is the 
picture of the addict of whom we have been talking in the first 2 or 3 
pictures. It shows the right arm of the individual, with numerous 
scars and marks. (See p. 1242 of the appendix.) 

Senator Wetker. Is it a fact that the subject in this particular 
picture was a beautiful female? 

Captain THoMAN. She was at one time; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. She still has a fairly good-looking face, but when 
you look at her arms and legs, they are absolutely ‘decomposed; is 
that right? 

Captain THoman. That is correct. 

Senator WreLkrrR. Mr. Chairman, my concluding question. Why, 
Captain, would not these pictures be a wonderful example to the use of 
the District of Columbia, yes, of the Nation, of the dreadful effects 
of drug addiction? 

Captain THomaAN. That is my contention exactly. 

Senator WeLKER. I cannot conceive of anybody looking at these 
pictures and then feeling that it would be smart to go on a drug spree; 
can you? 

Captain THoman. No, sir, I cannot. 

Senator WeLKER. Thank you, Captain. 

Senator DaninL. Captain, you have used these pictures some in 
talking to groups? 

Captain THoman. Before groups of adults. 

Senator Danrex. But not before children? 

Captain THoman. Not before children; no, sir. 

Senator Daniev. You have used them here in the District in talk- 
ing to groups of adults? 

Captain THoman. We have, sir. 

Senator DanigeL. Thank you very much, Captain. 

Now Detective Sergeant Gabrys. 
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FURTHER TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH A. GABRYS, METROPOLITAN 
POLICE DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Danreu. Sergeant Gabrys, I believe you were sworn 
yesterday? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantg.. Detective Sgt. Joe Gabrys? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir, Joseph A. Gabrys. 

Senator Dante. Joseph A. Gabrys, of the narcotics squad? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. We appreciate your being with us throughout the 
hearing and would further appreciate at this time your presenting to 
the committee the details on the case of Dr. Friedenberg that Captain 
Thoman talked about yesterday. 

Mr. Counsel, will you proceed with the questions. 

Mr. Gasqus. How do you rate Dr. Friedenberg among the viola- 
tors in the medical profession? 

Sergeant Gasrys. We think that Dr. Friedenberg was the worst 
offender of the several offenders that we had. 

Mr. GasauE. Is it true for the past several years that the narcotics 
squad received numerous complaints and information which indi- 
cated a questionable practice by Dr. Friedenberg insofar as the dis- 
pensation of barbiturates and narcotic drugs is concerned? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir; it is true. 

Mr. Gasque. Give us some of the details? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Over the past several years, the narcotics squad 
of the Metropolitan Police Department has been in receipt of numerous 
complaints and information which indicated a questionable practice 
by Dr. Friedenberg. These complaints and information, at first, 
pertained only to barbituate drugs. They came from both users of 
barbituate drugs who had been taken into custody for violation of the 
law and they were most frequently persons found in the Ninth and 
New York Avenue area, down-and-outers, the so-called Sneaky Pete 
users, the wineheads, and the alcoholics. They would always relate 
their method of operation to obtain these barbituate supplies from 
Dr. Friedenberg in the following way: They would merely appear at 
his office and ask him for a prescription for barbituates and receive 
these prescriptions with no medical examination of themselves, or 
with no statement by themselves to the doctor of a medical condition. 

We then, acting on this information, placed a police officer in the 
position of going to Dr. Friedenberg’s office and of being introduced 
by him with some of these down-and-out characters from the Ninth 
and New York Avenue area. 

Mr. Gasqus. Will you identify the police officer? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes; Officer Granville B. Cannon, of the Morals 
Division. Officer Gannon is:retired from the Police Department. 

Officer Cannon went to Dr. Friedenberg’s office and after being 
introduced to him by the man he was with, asked Dr. Friedenberg 
for a prescription and with no further questioning or examination 
by Dr. Friedenberg, he wrote him a prescription for 50 capsules of 
sodium seconal. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, he went with one of your confidential em- 
ployees? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes. 
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Mr. Gasque. Did not the confidential employee assure Dr. Frieden- 
berg, or give some assurance to Dr. Friedenberg? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, he did. On introducing our undercover 
—_ to the doctor, the confidential employee stated that he was all 
right. 

Mr. Gasque. What do you think he meant by that? 

Sergeant Gasrys. I don’t know exactly except possibly that he was 
one of the boys from the corner and——— 

Senator WELKER. You know good and well he meant that he would 
not sing. Is that not right? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.Lker. And not “singing” in the language of society, 
but that he would not tell or communicate with your office? 

Sergeant Gasrys. That is right, sir. After getting this prescription 
for barbiturates, Officer Cannon referred to Dr. Friedenberg’s office 
on another occasion, and this time alone. He asked Dr. Friedenberg 
for another prescription and Dr. Friedenberg asked him to hold out 
his hands. When Officer Cannon did, Dr. Friedenberg looked at them 
for a moment and wrote out another prescription for 50 capsules of 
seconal. 

That seemed to be the method of operation that Dr. Friedenberg 
was engaged in. 

Some time later, in December of 1953, we received certain informa- 
tion in the narcotics squad which indicated that Dr. Friedenberg 
might also be illegally administering narcotic drugs. We interviewed 
a female patient of Dr. Friedenberg’s who gave us some facts that 
bore out this suspicion very strongly. 

Senator Dante. Is she here today? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes, sir; she is here to testify. 

Senator Danreu. You will not call her name, Sergeant. 

Sergeant Gasrys. I will, if you want me to, sir. , 

Senator Danret. No, we do not want you to call her name. We 
have an understanding that she will tell this committee about the 
whole matter providing we do not use her picture or call her name, 
so you will protect that. 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. In talking to this female patient of 
Dr. Friedenberg’s, she stated that she first went to him for treatment 
of a nervous disorder which was the result of a combination of drinking 
alcoholic beverages and domestic difficulties. She stated that from 
the outset Dr. Friedenberg began treating her by administering 
hypodermically a liquid medication which he never identified to her. 

After 6 months the individual stated that she seemed to need the 
doctor more frequently and she described the symptoms which she 
felt, which caused her to feel she needed the doctor more frequently 
in such a way that we felt that she was describing withdrawal symp- 
toms in herself. She stated that these visits increased 2 or 3 times a 
day, and then she began to realize that she was depending on this 
medication that was being furnished her by Dr. Friedenberg, but she 
still did not know what it was that was being given. 

Finally, the dependency increased and with that, the visits from 
Dr. Friedenberg to her apartment—it got so that he was making from 
5 to 6 visits a day to see her and to administer to her some tablets 
which he obtained from a small box—these visits, $5 for each visit. 

At one time—and this was during the period that the doctor was 
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coming to her 5 or 6 times a day—she saw on the box from which he 
got the tablets which he prepared into a liquid solution and injected 
into her, the word “morphine” and it was, at that point, that she 
began to realize that she was addicted to the use of narcotic drugs. 

Senator Danie.. You are testifying from a statement she made 
to you? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. In June of 1954, Agent Andrew of the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, I, and Sergeant Raboy of the narcotics 
squad interviewed Dr. Friedenberg at his office at 1726 1 Street NW., 
where we advised him the purpose of our visit, and we had certain 
conversation with him about the suspicions that we had concerning his 
administering narcotic drugs to patients. 

The doctor stated that he did administer narcotic drugs to patients. 
He said that he had about 30 patients that he administered narcotic 
drugs to daily, and he described these patients as bona fide and 
legitimate. He stated that his reason for administering narcotic 
drugs to these patients was because they suffered from nervousness, 
and that a large number of them were alcoholics and that he consid- 
ered himself a leading authority on alcoholism, as nearly all of the 
alcoholic cases that were known by the Medical Bureau were referred 
to him for treatment, and that his method of treatment in the case of 
alcoholics was to administer narcotic drugs to them for expedition 
purposes. 

Senator WeLtker. Let me interrupt him, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Danie. Yes, Senator Welker. 

Senator WeLkerR. Would it be a proper assumption that he would 
treat a person for alcoholism and cause him not to be an alcoholic but 
a dope addict? 

Sergeant GaBrys. That is eventually what happened. That is 
probably what happened in the case where we interviewed this parti- 
cular individual. She became addicted because he was treating her 
for alcoholism and nervousness, but only with narcotics and nothing 
else, and she became addicted to the narcotics that he was using. 

Senator WreLkerR. Thank you. 

Senator Danrex. Sergeant, did you check with other agencies here 
in the city who treat alcoholism to see whether or not they used 
morphine or any kind of narcotics in the treatment? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danrex. Just briefly will you name the agencies you 
checked with to see whether or not there was any validity to the 
doctor’s argument and his reasons. Just name the agencies you 
checked with. 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. The first was the Greenhill Institute 
on 16th Street NW.; the second was the Kalorama Institute on 
Kalorama Road; I do not know the exact address for it; and the third 
was the Alcoholic Treatment Center for the District of Columbia 
located at 23d and M Streets NW. 

Senator Danreu. I believe you talked with the physicians in charge 
of the medication at each of those three places? 

Sergeant Gasrys. I talked with the physicians in two places, and 
with the individuals who conducted the institution in another. That 
was the Greenhill. 

Senator Dante. Just briefly summarize what you found from 
those institutions. 
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Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. In the Kalorama Institution Dr. 
Mitchell, who was the doctor in charge of the institution, stated that 
he was extremely careful in his dispensation of narcotic drugs to 
patients, both at the institution and also at his home. He stated 
that he very seldom ever used narcotic drugs at the institution and 
never in the treatment of alcoholism. He would use narcotics at the 
institution in cases where a patient there fell down and hurt himself 
during some of the difficulties that he might be going through, but 
he never administered narcotics to an alcoholic case because of the 
individual being an alcoholic. 

Senator Danrex. In order to summarize this briefly, I will just ask 
you, did you find that any of those three institutions used narcotics 
as part of the treatment for alcoholism? 

Sergeant Gasrys. None of them did, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Did you find that all of them felt it would be a 
great mistake? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes, sir. Dr. Anthony Zapolla of the District 
Alcoholic Rehabilitation Division was very strong on that point, very 
strong and very emphatic. He said that he thought that was the 
most dangerous thing that could be done in the treatment of an 
alcoholic. 

Senator DanrieLt. Have you checked the prescriptions and the 
official forms that Dr. Friedenberg had to fill out to get narcotics to 
be administered in his office? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes, sir; we did. 

Senator Dante. Now, will you give those figures? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Agent Andrew and I and Sergeant Raboy 
checked the doctor’s order forms in this office at the time of our first 
interview. 

Senator Danie. Those are the Federal order forms that must be 
filled out by doctors in order to get narcotics to dispense in their own 
offices? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. All right. 

Sergeant Gaprys. And the figures that we arrived at for Dr. 
Friedenberg’s receipts of narcotic drugs by both purchase on order 
forms and a carryover from the previous fiscal year, indicated that 
he had had in his office 2,507 tablets of morphine sulfate, quarter 
drams of hypodermic tablet type. He had 2,585 tablets of morphine 
sulfate and atropine, quarter-grain, hypodermic type. 

He had 18 tablets of one-third grain, pantopon hypodermic type. 
He had 1,033 cc.’s of dolophine, and he had 465 cc.’s of demerol. 

Senator Danuan. The last two are synthetic drugs? 

Sergeant Gapays. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante.. They are addicting drugs? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Oh, yes, they are; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Now, was that for 1 year? 

Sergeant Gasrys. That was for the year of 1953. 

Senator DaniEeL. 1953? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now, do you have those figures for 1954? 

Sergeant Gasrys. No. We didn’t go into it beyond that. 

Senator Danie. I see. That is for 1953? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 
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Senator DanieL. Now, did you compare these figures from Dr. 
Friedenberg as to the narcotics obtained by his office for dispensing 
with the total amount of narcotics that were used by some of the 
hospitals here in town? 

Sergeant GaBrys. Yes, sir, I did. 

Senator DanreL. And what was that comparison? 

Sergeant Gasrys. We visited Casualty Hospital and the District 
of Columbia General Hospital and the Emergency Hospital, although 
I did not get any figures from the Emergency Hospital. But at the 
Casualty Hospital, we found that for the same period, they had only 
used 1,242 tablets of morphine sulfate quarter-grain of the hypodermic 
type. They had used 2,087 one-sixth-grain tablets of morphine 
sulfate, hypodermic type, and 249 one-eighth-grain tablets of mor- 
phine sulfate of the hypodermic type. 

Senator Danteu. In other words, Dr. Friedenberg had used more 
of these narcotics than the Casualty Hospital for the same year? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Considerably more; yes, sir. 

Senator Dantev. Considerably more? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. All right. How did his use compare with the 
District of Columbia General Hospital? 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Chairman, would you let me interrupt there 
to make the record a little bit clearer? 

Senator DaniEL. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Is it true that Casualty Hospital is a hospital 
that frequently receives violent and serious accident cases, wherein 
legitimate use of drugs is often called upon? 

Sergeant Gasrys. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Very well. I wanted to ask that. 

Senator Danret. Yes. Very good. What was the comparison, 
now, with the District of Columbia General Hospital? 

Sergeant Gasrys. At the District of Columbia General Hospital 
we found for the same period of time that the District of Columbia 
General Hospital had expended 3.63 grams of pure morphine sulfate. 
They had not used any morphine and atabrine, and they had used 
only 1,087 grams of codein sulfate and 1,317 tablets of codein sulfate, 
half-grain, hypodermic type tablet. 

We made some checks on other narcotic drugs that were used 
there, if you would like to have them. 

Senator DanreL. No. That is sufficient. Did you find that Dr. 
Friedenberg had dispensed more than the District of Columbia 
General Hospital had dispensed during the same period? 

Sergeant Gaprys. No. District of Columbia General had dis- 
pensed considerably more than Dr. Friedenberg, but Dr. Friedenberg 
was not too far behind the District of Columbia General Hospital in 
the amount that he had been using. 

Senator Weiker. The District of Columbia General Hospital 
one of the large hospitals of the District? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir, it is. 

Senator WeLker. As a matter of fact, it is one of the largest 
hospitals in this vicinity; am I correct? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now isn’t it true that regarding some of these 
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drugs, according to your general figures, Dr. Friedenberg dispensed 
even more than the District of Columbia General Hospital? 

Sergeant Gasrys. I believe the dolophine and methadon, they 
used only 3,920 cubic centimeters, 10-milligram per ec. vials, in the 
course of the year, whereas Dr. Friedenberg used 1,040 cubic centi- 
meters. 

Senator Danie... How about morphine sulfate? 

Sergeant Gasrys. The District of Columbia General Hospital did 
not use the same type of morphine sulfate that Dr. Friedenberg did. 
They used the pure morphine sulfate powder, and that seems to be 
the only morphine type of drug that is used at the District of Columbia 
General, and they used 36.3 grams of that for that fiscal year. 

Senator Danie... As compared with Dr. Friedenberg’s use of 
how much? 

Sergeant Gaprys. 2,507 quarter-grain morphine sulfate and 2,585 
quarter-grain morphine sulfate and atropine, making a total of about 
592 tablets of both morphine sulfate without atropine and morphine 
sulfate with atropine in the course of a year. 

Senator Danie. Can you break that down into grams for the 
record? 

Sergeant Gaprys. No, sir, I cannot. I do not know what the 
equation is there. 

Senator Daniet. We will have someone do that. We will place 
all of the figures that you have as to your inventory on Dr. Frieden- 
berg’s use of narcotics as compared with those hospitals, in the record. 
You can give us a copy, can you not? 

Sergeant Gaprys. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


EXcERPTS FROM THE REPORT OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DistTRIcT oF Co- 


LUMBIA METROPOLITAN PoLiceE DEPARTMENT DETECTIVE BuREAU, Narcotic 
SeuaD 


OCR No. 559-415 

3-54-2331 
MD-54-553 
NA-54-163 
Case No.: 1887 
Subject: Violation Title 33, Section 411 (e), DC Code. 

Harry FRIeEDENBERG, M. D., 
1726 I Street, N. W. 
Suite No. 712, Washington, D. C. 

On June 3, 1954 Officers Gabrys, Raboy, and Agent Andrew of the Federal 
Bureau of Narcotics, interviewed the defendant in his office at 1726 I Street NW. 
He was advised by Officer Gabrys as to the purpose of the interview and stated in 
response that he personally administered all the narcotic drugs he purchased on 
official order forms to about 30 patients a day who he described as bona fide and 
legitimate patients. Dr. Friedenberg stated that his administration of narcotic 
drugs was for pain, nervousness, and to a large number of alcoholics which, he 
said, were referred to him by the Medical Bureau as he was considered one of the 
foremost authorities on aleoholism. Dr. Friedenberg stated that he administered 
narcotic drugs to alcoholics and persons suffering nervous disorders as a means of 
sedation of the individual before he continued treatment with vitamin medica- 
tions. Dr. Friedenberg was then asked for his records of narcotic drugs received 
and dispensed or administered. To this he replied that he had only a record of 
receipts in expended order forms and inventory reports which he had submitted to 
the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. He then produced his order forms, Registration 
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No. 2554, class 4, which showed the following receipts of narcotic drugs for the 
fiscal year of 1954: 


Morphine sulphate, grain 4, hypodermic tablets .. 2, 600 
Morphine sulphate, and atropine, 4 grain, hypodermic tablets 2, 600 
Pantopon, 4 grain, hypodermic tablets___-_....-..-~--- wai 80 
Dolophine, 20 ce. vials, 20 mgm, per ce bh oalekeasi aos c.’s , 040 
Demerol Hydrochloride, 30 cc. vials, 50 mgm. ec_--—_------- *c.’s 390 


Further examination of Dr. Friedenberg’s inventory report to the Federal 
Bureau of Narcotics for the fiscal year 1953 disclosed the following narcotic 
drugs earried over into fiseal year 1954: 


Morphine sulphate, grain 4, hypodermic tablets___ -_- ; 80 
Morphine sulphate, and atropine, grains 4, HT - aaa 120 
Pantopon, is grain, hypodermic tablets ‘ - ae 20 
Dilauded, }o grain, nypodersse ¢ RO Resnik ; (fi 
Dolphine, 20-ec. vials, 20 mgm. per ec___---- ; ce.’s 20 
Demerol, 30-cc. vials, 50 mgm. per ce_____--_--.- eni’az.:. 2 


Adjustment of the above figures disclosed that Dr. Friedenberg had obtained, 
by official order-form purchases and carryover from preceding year, the following 
narcotic drugs: 


Morphine sulphate, grain 4, hypodermic tablets___-------.-.------ 2, 680 
Morphine sulphate and atropine, grains 4, HT- ’ 2, 720 
Pantopon, % grain, hypodermic tablets___-_-_-.------ ; 100 
Dilauded, %o grain, hypodermic tablets__..........--.---------- 40 
Dolophine, 20-ce. vials, 20 mgm. per ce___-__--- : ¢.’s 1, 060 
Demerol, 30-cc. vials, 50 mgm. per ce___---~--- c.’8 420 


Examination of Dr. Friedenberg’s supply on hand as of the date of this inter- 
view disclosed the following: 


Morphine sulphate, grain 4, hypodermic tablets__ 
Morphine sulphate and atropine, grains 4, HT 
Pantopon, } $ grain, hypodermic tablets_- - 
Dilauded, 4%» grain, hypodermic tablets____-- --- 


A 
v9 


w 
~ 


~ 


Dolophine, 20-cc. vials, 20 mgm. per ee_____-_ -- sie el _.ee.’s 
Demerol, 30-ec. vials, 50 mgm. per ee___--------~-- ; ce.’ 


~~! 
y~1T1bo 


+ b 


Adjustment of the immediately above figures with Dr. Friedenberg’s receipts 
of narcotic drugs by both purchase-on-order forms and carryover from fiscal year 
1953 disclosed that he had expended the following: 


Morphine sulphate, grain 4, hypodermic tablets___---_------_-- 2, 507 
Morphine sulphate and atropine, grains 4, HT__----_-_-___~-- 2, 585 
Pontopon, 3 grain, hypodermic tablets_---_------------ pita 18 
Dilauded, %o grain, hypodermic tablets.__________-_-___- None 
Dolophine, 20-cc. vials, 20 mgm. per ce_____________-_--_--_----ee.’s__ 1, 033 


Demerol, 30-cec. vials, 50 mgm. per ce__ ets. bens 5 ce.’s 465 
’ 


Agent Andrew then called Dr. Friedenberg’s attention to this apparently ex- 
cessive use of narcotic drugs. Dr. Friedenberg again stated that the drugs were 
personally administered by him to legitimate patients in the course of his pro- 
prssional treatment of them. That he had one of the largest practices in the 
District of Columbia and that nearly all of his patients, who were alcoholics, 
came to him from the Medical Bureau. Agent Andrew then asked Dr. Frieden- 
berg if he kept a record of the drugs he administered to his patients. Dr. Frieden- 
herg replied that he did not because he was not required to by law and he called 
the officer’s attention to a provision in the Harrison Narcotic Drug Act which 
specifically exempts a physician from keepirg such a record. Agent Andrew 
then asked Dr. Friedenberg if he kept any record at all of his patients. Dr. 
Friedenberg replied that he did keep a record of his patients but would not show 
it beeause he considered the record a priviledged communication. The officers 
then left Dr. Friedenberg’s office. 

Further investigation was continued. 

On August 11, 1954, Officer Gabrys made an inventory of morphine used in 
Casualty Hospital. The records at this hospital reveal the following expenditure 
of morphine by Casualty Hospital for the fiscal year of 1954: 

Morphine sulphate, % grain, hypodermic tabless: Expended, 1,242. 
Morphine sulphate, % grain, hypodermic tablets: Expended, 2,087. 
Morphine sulphate, \ grain, hypodermic tablets: Expended 249. 
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On the same date Officer Gabrys inventoried the narcotic drugs expended in the 
D. C. General Hospital for the fiscal year of 1954: 

Pure morphine sulphate powder: Expended, 36.3 grams. 

Morphine and atropine: Expended, none. 

Codeine sulphate, powder: Expended, 1,087.17 G’s. 

Codeine sulphate, 4-grain tablets, hypodermic: Expended, 1,317. 
Cocaine hydrochloride, 100 percent: Expended, 256.13 grams. 
Dilauded, 1/32 gm’s, 2 mg. tablet. HT: Expended, 936. 

Methadon HCL, 20 cc. vials, 10 mg. per ec.: Expended, 39 vials. 
Pantapon HCL, 20 mg. tablets: Expended, 160 tablets. 

Demerol HCL, 30 cc. vials—50 mg. per ce.: Expended, 1,187 tablets. 
Demerol tablets, 50 mg. per tablet: Expended, 482 tablets. 

At the D. C. General Hospital the above amount of cocaine is used exclusively 
in general surgery and tubercular surgery anesthesia. Demerol is used principally 
for post operative and pre operative pains. Cancer, incurable diseases and 
seration. Morphine is avoided as much as possible and never used for simple 
sedation because of its habit forming qualities. 

On August 16, 1954, Officer Gabrvys visited several local institutions which 
specialize in the treatment of alcoholic cases. The first institution visited was 
the Greenhill Institute, 3145 16th Street NW. This institution has been oper- 
ating in the District of Columbia for the past 16 years and is managed by a Mr. 
George McCrystal who stated that the institution was conducted under the med- 
ical supervision of Dr. Francis T. Coleman, M. D., 1323 Kennedy Street NW., 
RA 3-—4232, who makes daily visits to the institution. Mr. MeCrystal further 
stated that no patient was admitted for treatment without first being examined 
by Dr. Coleman. The method of treatment of aleoholic employed by the Green- 
hill Institute is known as the ‘‘Condition reflex method” or ‘“‘Aversion to alcohol’’; 
narcotic drugs are never used by the institution for any purpose. When sedation 
is desired, in nervous or disturbed cases, nembutal or phenobarbital in small 
amounts is used. Paraldehyde is used, infrequently, for sedation purposes in 
small amounts. Mr. McCrystal stated the institution cares for about 150 
patients yearly. Mr. McCrystal stated emphatically that his institution was 
strongly opposed to the use of narcotic drugs in the treatment of alcoholics 
because of the addiction creating of narcotic drugs. Mr. McCrystal further 
stated that his institution was approved by the D. C. Medical Society and that 
it was approximately 75 percent successful in the treatment of alcoholics. 

On the same date Officer Gabrys visited the Kalorama Institute, 2001 Kalorama 
Road NW. This institution is incorporated in the District of Columbia as the 
“‘Kalorama Convalescent Home Inc.,” of which Mr. Joseph Solem, an attorney, 
is president and Mrs. Eleanor VonHeimburg and Jane Williams are managers. 
Officer Gabrys interviewed Mrs. VonHeimburg who stated the institution is 
sponsored by the Washington Committee for Education on Alcoholism and 
cooperated closely with Alcoholics Anonymous. The institution is under the 
direct medical supervision of Dr. Earl Mitchell, M. D., 1801 Columbia Road NW., 
HO-2-—5452, a general practitioner specializing in treatment of alcoholism who is 
also chairman of the subcommittee on alcoholism, D. C. Medical Society. Mrs. 
VonHeimburg further stated that the institution primarily was intended for the 
treatment of alcoholics but did have facilities for the care of convalescents also. 
Mrs. VonHeimburg produced patient records which indicated that in 1949, 659 
patients were treated there; in 1950, 851; 1951, 1,044; 1952, 1,125; and 1953, 1,125. 
All of these were ‘treated for Alcoholism in various degrees. Dr. Mitchell was 
interviewed at the same time and place and stated that he makes daily visits to 
the institution and the initial examination of all patients who apply for hos- 
pitalization. He personally prescribes the treatments which are administered by 
practical nurses. Dr. Mitchell stated that he was strongly opposed to the use of 
narcotic drugs in the treatment of alcoholics because of the synergistic effect 
accentuating the depression and also the habit-forming qualities of narcotic drugs. 
His method, he explained, consisted of intravenous drip feeding with glucose and 
vitamins and for sedative purposes used thorazine (an antihistamine) which 
produced sedation and acted as an antiemetic also and had no habit-forming 
tendencies. Chloral hydrate was used somewhat as a sedative and sleep inductor. 
He very seldom used barbiturates and never any narcotic drugs unless there were 
pain-producing complications such as body injuries, etc. 

The narcotic drug records of the institution were examined by Officer Gabrys 
with the following results. The institution is issued Registration No. 3083, class 
4 on which the following narcotic drugs were purchased on August 6, 1953: 

Demerol, 2 cc. ampoules, 100 mg.: 25 ampoules, 
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Dolophine, 20 cc. 10 mg. per ce.: 1 vial. 

Morphine sulphate hypodermic tablets, gr. %: 40 tablets. 
Codeine sulphate hypodermic tablets, gr. 4: 100 tablets. 
APO Morphine, \o gr. hypodermic tablets: 20 tablets. 
Nalline, 2 cc. ampoules, 5 mg. per cc.: 2 ampoules. 


The record of narcotic drugs on hand as of August 14, 1954, indicated the 
following: 


Demerol, 2 cc. ampoules, 100 mg. per cc.: 20 ampoules. 
DOLophine, 20 cc. 10 mg. per ce.: 1 vial. 

Morphine sulphate, hypodermic tablets, 4 % grain: 40 tablets. 
Apo Morphine, Yo gr. Hypodermic tablets: 20 tablets. 
Codeine sulphate, hypodermic tablets, % grain: 80 tablets. 
Nalline hydrochloride: 2 ampoules. 

Dr. Mitchell further stated that he is extremely careful in his dispensation or 
administration of narcotic drugs to patients both at the above institution and in 
his private practice. He pointed out that he is able to account, by record, for 
every tablet of Narcotic drugs he has ever handled. Dr. Mitchell further stated 
that he would willingly testify in court as to his opinion of what proper treatment 
for alcoholism should be. 

Officer Gabrys next interviewed Dr. Anthony Zappala, Director Alcoholic 
Rehabilitation Division, Department of Public Health, Washington, D. C., in 
the Alcoholic Rehabilitation Center, 23d and M Streets NW., who stated that in 
the past 5 years over 5,000 patients have been treated by him at the above center. 
He strongly opposes the use of narcotic drugs in the treatment of alcoholics and 
states positively that narcotic drugs are not necessary in the treatment of alco- 
holism except where gastroenteritis, colitis, or other painful complications are 
present. For sedation he uses mostly celoral hydrate, barbiturates, and occa- 
sionally paraldehyde. He limits barbiturates to less than 12 grains for any 
patient until that patient is over the acute stage. Dr. Zappala further stated 
that he would also testify in court as to his method of treatment of alcoholics. 


Senator Daniex. Did you find that Dr. Friedenberg had kept or 
filed any kind of records on dispensing these narcotic drugs? 

Sergeant Gasrys. Dr. Friedenberg at first stated that he did not 
keep a record of administering the narcotic drugs, and he was careful 
to point out to us, and did so strongly, that “he had administered 
personally by hypodermic syringe the narcotic drugs that we are 
talking about here now. He stated that he did not keep—at first, 
he stated this—that he did not keep a record of that because he was 
not required to under the Federal law. 

We called his attention to the requirements under our Uniform 
Narcotic Drug Act. He stated that he was not concerned with that, 
because the Federal law did not require him to keep the record, and 
that was all that he felt was necessary. 

Some time later, after an interview in the district attorney’s office, 
Dr. Friedenberg corrected the first statement that he did not keep a 
record and stated that he did, as a matter of fact, keep a record, but 
he did not want to show us the record because of the doctor-patient 
relationship that existed between himself and the people mentioned 
on those records. 

Still later, he did offer to allow us to examine these records on which 
he stated he kept certain records, but none of those records showed 
the amount of narcotic drugs that were dispensed to any particular 
patient. 

Mr. Gasque. Is that the substance of the official report of the 
Metropolitan Police Department, Sergeant? 

Sergeant Gasrys. I believe so; yes, sir. 

Senator Daniez. All right; Senator Welker. 

Senator WELKER. Are there any fictitious names on his records? 
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Sergeant Garrys. We were not able to determine. We visited 
several persons that were named on his record, two, as a matter of 
fact, one a female on Connecticut Avenue, who gave us just about 
the same story that had been given us by the first person that we 
interviewed. The second was a male individual over in Alexandria, 
Va., who told us about being a patient of Dr. Friedenberg’s and hav- 
ing been a patient for quite a number of years. He would not admit 
to using narcotic drugs, although he did state that he had been ad- 
ministered hypodermic syringe injections, but he did not know what 
it was. 

He showed us also checks, thousands of dollars’ worth of checks 
that he had paid—canceled checks, all of them—where he had paid 
Dr. Friedenberg for the professional care that Dr. Friedenberg had 
given him. 

Senator DanreL. Have you further questions? 

Senator Wetker. I would like to ask, Sergeant, vou will be in 
attendance at the hearings when Dr. Friedenberg returns from his 
trip to Miami, where he was served, as I understand it, last evening; 
is that correct? 

Senator Danrev. Yes. And I understand he will be here this 
afternoon. 

Senator WeLker. Very well. 

Senator Danie. All right. If you will stand aside, Sergeant, 
thank vou very much. 

Now, the next witness’ name will not be used and pictures will not 
be permitted. The witness will come forward, please. Raise your 
right hand. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give to this subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the United 


States Senate will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

The Witness. I do. 

Senator DaninL. You may be seated. 


TESTIMONY OF AN UNDISCLOSED WITNESS 


Senator Danie. Do you care to give your age? 

The Witness. Forty-two. 

Senator Dante. Forty-two. You live in the District? 

The WitNEss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danint. What is your occupation? 

The Witness. I am a secretary. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever worked at hospitals? 

The Witness. Not in the District. 

Senator Danie. In any other place? 

The Witness. About 8 years ago in Montana. 

Senator Danrext. In Montana. What type of work was that in a 
hospital? 

The Witness. Just general office work. 

Senator Daniet. Did that work acquaint you generally with 
narcotic drugs, in a general way? 

The Witness. No, sir. 


Senator Danre.. You were not familiar with narcotic drugs? 
The Witness. No. 
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Senator Danrev. On what occasion and date did you first visit 
Dr. Harry Friedenberg? 

The Wirness. I guess in about 1950. 

Senator Danre.. Speak up, please. 

The Witness. In 1950. 

Senator Danie. In 1950. Did you go to his office? 

The Witness. He came to the apartment where I was living. 

Senator Daniet. Your apartment. And what were the symptoms 
of your illness? For what did you call him? 

The Witness. Well, I had been drinking and I felt badly, and I 
thought that it would help me to sleep. 

Senator DanieLt. What professional diagnosis did Dr. Friedenberg 
give in your case? 

The Witness. Nothing. 

Senator Daniet. You were addicted to alcohol, were you not? 
Were you having trouble with drinking? 

The Wrrnegss. No, sir; not particularly. 

Senator Danret. But you had been drinking? 

The Wirness. I had. 

Senator Danie. And you felt bad? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. And you wanted him to see you? What did you 
ask him to do? 

The Witness. Well, I told him what I had been doing, and I left 
it up to him. 

Senator Danret. And what did you tell him you had been doing? 

The Wirness. Drinking. 

Senator Danret. And what did he prescribe for you? 

The Wrrness. Well, he gave me an injection. I didn’t know 
what it was. 

Senator Danie. Was it an injection in the vein with a needle? 

The Witness. Yes; a needle. 

Senator DanreL. And you did not know what it was? 

The Wirngss. No, sir. 

Senator Danie. Now, will you tell us in your own words day by 
day your relationship with Dr. Friedenberg and the course of events 
which followed? 

The Wrrness. Well, for about a year I called him, oh, an average 
of once or twice a month, for the same thing, for drinking, and then 
the next day, if I didn’t feel good, after a year or a year and a half, 
he would come as often as I called him. 

Senator Danret. And about how often did you call him after a year 
or a year and a half? 

The Wirness. Well, 1 guess for about another 6 months or 8 
months he would come once or twice or 3 times. 

Senator Danie. A day? 

The Witness. A day. And then it got to the point that I would 
see him 3 and 4 and 5 times a day. 

Senator Danret. And what did he charge you for each visit? 

The Wirness. $5 a visit. 

Senator Danie. Did he inject something in your arms at any time? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Did you finally find out what it was? 
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The Witness. Well, after a couple of years. 

Senator DanteL. What did you find out it was? 

The Witness. I saw ‘‘morphine”’ written on the box. 

Senator Dante. On the box? 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantex. Did you find that after this went on for a while, 
you had pains because of the lack of this drug that was being injected? 

The Wirngss. I don’t know if it could be called a pain or not. It 
is just that you feel that you have to have it. I can’t describe it. 

Senator Dantex. You felt that you had to have it? 

The Witngss. Yes. 

Senator Dantsex. Well, what happened? Let us say after the period 
of time that you had to have it 4 or 5 times a day, just describe what 
happened after the shot or the injection would wear off. 

The Wrirness. Well, I didn’t worry about what was bothering me. 
The drinking stopped, of course, long before, and whatever was 
bothering me, it just didn’t bother me any more. 

Senator Dantexu. Did you lose your desire for alcohol? 

The Wirnsgss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. And you had a desire for the drugs that he was 
giving you? 

The Wirnegss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantev. Did you find any difference in this drug, where 
you had to have it? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. I suppose that is obvious from the fact that 
you had to have it as much as 4 or 5 times a day? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteL. That would cost you from $20 to $25 a day? 

The Wirnsss. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Would he come to your apartment to administer 
it? 

The Wirness. Most of the time. 

Senator Daniet. Did you engage in any particular type of work 
to pay for this? 

The Wirness. Well, yes, sir; the usual thing that a woman goes 
into, I guess. 

Senator Dantet. A little louder, please. 

The Wirness. I said, the usual thing that a woman goes into, I 

uess. 
‘ Senator Danie. The usual thing that a woman goes into? Just 
be plain, Witness. 

The Witness. Prostitution. 

Senator DanieL. You became a prostitute? 

The Wirtngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Had you ever engaged in that before? 

The Wirness. No, sir. 

Senator Danrev. What was the reason for your entering into 
prostitution? 

The Witness. To get the money to pay for it. 

Senator Danrev. About what year did you become a prostitute? 

The Witness. Oh, about 4 years ago. 

Senator Dantet. About 4 years ago? 

The Wirness. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Danret. And at that time, about how many shots were 
you requiring per day? 

The Witness. About 4 or 5. 

Senator Danieu. Did you have any other income? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Senator Danreut. And how long did you continue in prostitution? 

The Wirness. About 4 years. 

Senator Danreu. Now, are you still on any type of drugs? 

The Wirnegss. No, sir. 

Senator Dante. How long have you been off drugs now? 

The Witness. About a year and 3 weeks. 

Senator Danriev. A year and 3 weeks? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Are you still engaged in prostitution? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. When did you quit? 

The Witness. Several weeks ago—I have been working. 

Senator Dante. How is that? 

The Witness. I have been working for several weeks. 

Senator Danreu. For several weeks? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. How long since you quit prostitution? 

The Wrrness. Oh, I don’t know exactly how to answer it. 

Senator Danreu. Recently? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. How did you get off of the drug you were re- 
ceiving? 

The Witness. A doctor here helped me. 

Senator Danreu. Another doctor? 

The Wirngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did you appear in the court in the case against 
Dr. Friedenberg? 

The Witness. I went down, but I wasn’t called. 

Senator Dantgt. Is this the first time that you have told your 
experiences with Dr. Friedenberg? 

The Witness. Yes, sir; it is. 

Senator Danie. Senator Welker? 

Senator WELKER. Madam, how did you happen to know the name 
of Dr. Friedenberg? 

The Witness. Well, the landlady that I was living with, she had 
him quite often for her husband, who was quite an alcoholic. 

Senator Danrex. A little bit louder. I did not quite get that 
answer. 

The Witness. The woman that I was living with, my landlady, 
had him quite often for her husband, who was an alcoholic, but she 
didn’t know what he was doing. 

Senator WeLker. And you had no one tell you prior to that time 
that he had been dispensing narcotic drugs? 

The Witness. No, sir. I hadn’t been in Washington long, and I 
had never heard his name before. 

Senator We.ker. As I understand your testimony, you started pro- 
fessional services with Dr. Friedenberg about 1951? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 
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Senator WreL_ker. And you gradually received a diet of something 
that gave you relief and comfort? 

The Wirngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreL_kerR. Temporary relief and comfort, to the point where 
you were going to his office some five times a day? 

The Wirness. I would go over sometimes, and sometimes he would 
come to my apartment. 

Senator WeLkerR. He would come to your apartment—— 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER (continuing). And give you the same injection 
there in your apartment that he would give you at the office? 

The Witness. The same thing. 

Senator WeLker. And he charged you how much for the home 
calls? 

The Witness. $5 a visit. 

Senator WELKER. $5 at the office as well as $5 at home? 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeL_kerR. Now, when did it become apparent to you that 
you were going to have difficulty paying him the professional fee that 
he charged? 

The Witness. After a few months. 

Senator WELKER. After 2 months? 

The Witness. After a few months. I don’t remember the exact 
number. 

Senator WELKER. Did you have any talk with him about how hard 
it was going to be for you, a working girl, to raise this money? 

The Witngss. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Did he require the cash? 

The Witnsss. Yes, sir; he did. 

Senator WeLkeErR. Did he ever tell you that he would refuse to treat 
you unless you paid cash? 

The Witness. He has quite often. 

Senator We.ker. He told you that he had to have cash on the 
barrelhead or he would not treat you? 

The WitNEss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And did you ever at any time give him any check 
for service in the home? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. All this was done in the form of cash? 

The Witness. That is right. 

Senator WELKER. Did he ever know of your going into the business 
of prostitution to pay? 

The Witness. Yes, sir; he did. 

Senator WELKER. He did? 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Did you tell him that? 

The Witnzgss. Yes, sir; I think so. 

Senator WELKER. What did he have to say about that? 

The Witness. Nothing. 

Senator WELKER. You say he had nothing to say? 

The Witness. Nothing. 

Senator WeLKker. And after your informing him of going into pros- 
titution to pay his fees, how long did he continue to treat you? 

The Witness. Oh, about 2% years, I believe. 
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Senator WELKER. For 2% years he accepted your money, most of 
which, if not all, was received from your career in prostitution? 

The Wrrngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And he knew that all the time for better than 
2% years? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkerR. How old a man is Dr. Friedenberg? 

The Wirnsss. I think he is around 53. 

Senator WELKER. 53? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weiker. Did the doctor ever admonish you or tell you 
not to go into prostitution? 

The Wrrngss. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. He never tried to discourage you? 

The Wrrngss. Never. 

Senator WreLker. Did he ever give you any physical examination 
with respect to prostitution? 

The Witness. I think so, at the beginning, once or twice. 

Senator WELKER. Did he charge you for that, too? 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Or did that go with the other? 

The Witness. That went with it; just one fee. 

Senator WELKER. In other words, he treated you not only for 
prostitution, but at the same time gave you opiates? 

The Witness. Pardon? 

Senator WELKER. He treated you, or examined you, for your career 
in prostitution, but at the same time he also gave you opiates and 
charged, you for both? 

The Wirngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Did you ever have any talk with the doctor 
about what sort of life you were getting into by virtue of this treat- 
ment? 

The Witness. Quite often. 

Senator WELKER.. Did you ask him for any help to get you off not 
only the addiction of the opiate but also off of prostitution? 

The Wirness. He said that I could stop it within 3 days if I 
wanted to. 

Senator WELKER. Stop what within 3 days? 

The Wirness. The injections. 

Senator WELKER. Did you try to stop within 3 days? 

The Wirness. I tried it several times. I went to the hospital two 
times trying to stop it. 

Senator We.krr. Did you inform the doctor that you 

The Wirness. Yes. Dr. Friedenberg, I did, but the hospital 
didn’t know why I was there. 

Senator Weiker. I see. You actually made an attempt to do 
what Dr. Friedenberg said? 

The Witness. He didn’t suggest a hospital. I suggested it. 

Senator Weiker. Yes. Well, he told you you could stop the 
addiction in 3 days? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Senator We._ker. And you did religiously try to stop it in that time? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Weiker. And the doctor did not know anything about 
your trying to stop? 

The Wirness. Dr. Friedenberg knew, but the hospital didn’t know 
why I was there. 

Senator We.iker. Dr. Friedenberg knew that you actually tried 
to stop? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. And notwithstanding that fact, he still charged 
you $5 a treatment, or an alleged treatment, $5 a dosage for opiates 
and gave you no help whatsoever in stopping your dope addiction? 

The Witness. That is correct. 

Senator WeLker. Knowing all that time that you were forced to 
seek prostitution to get money to pay him? 

The WITNEss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Madam Witness, do you have any idea as to the 
amount of money you paid to this doctor? 

The Wirness. I think in the 3 years it was around $40,000 or 
$45,000. 

Senator We_ker. How much? 

The Wirness. Wasn’t it? 

Senator WELKER. $40,000 or $45,000? 

_ Witness. Well, wasn’t it about $25 a day—doesn’t it amount 
to that? 

Senator WELKER. I was astounded at the total. I had not figured 
it. You would say it was around $40,000 or $45,000? 

The Witngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And you can base that estimate on going back 
over the years and figuring the cost per treatment—not treatment— 
the cost per call, I should say, and base it upon the number of calls 
you had made over that period of time? 

The Wirnsss. Yes. 

Senator WeLkEr. Did you ever become in debt to him to the point 
where you had any conversation with him about the debt? 

The Witnzss. Yes, sir; a couple of times. 

Senator WELKER. Tell us about that, will you? 

The Wirness. Well, he refused to come. 

Senator WreLkrr. He refused to come and see you because you 
could not pay the bill. How much of a bill did you owe at that time? 

The Wirnzss. I still owe him some. 

Senator WELKER. How much do you owe him now? 

The Witness. I think around $1,000. 

Senator WreLKrerR. You owe him around $1,000. When did you 
first have difficulty with him when he refused to come? 

The Witness. Well, toward the last, about, oh, maybe 2 years ago. 

Senator WeLker. And you were working at prostitution then? 

The Wirtngss. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.iker. I assume making all the money you could? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And you paid your living expenses; did you? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And everything above your living expenses you 
paid to the doctor? 

The Witness. Correct. 
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Senator WeL_Krer. What did he say to you when you first got in 
arrears? 

The Witness. He just wasn’t going to come around until I could 
pay him. 

Senator WeLker. He knew at that time that you had to go into 
prostitution? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. He wasn’t so concerned about the back 
payment as he was the trip that he was going to make. He just 
wouldn’t come over without payment for that particular trip. 

Senator Wretker. And you finally paid him for that particular 
trip? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Then did you go back and pay him for the back 
trips and back calls he made? 

The Witness. Sometimes I kept up and sometimes I didn’t. It 
was too much. 

Senator WELKER. It was just more than you could make? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. During this time, Madam Witness, did you ever 
work at anything else other than prostitution? 

The Witnzss. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Prior to going to see Dr. Friendenberg, you had 
never engaged in prostitution? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Senator WeLxer. And you had worked as a secretary prior to that 
time? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. How long had you worked as a secretary? 

The Witness. Well, I worked for the Community Chest when I 
first came here, and I was in Chicago and was married to a serviceman. 

Senator WELKER. You were what? 

The Witness, I was married to a man that was in service. 

Senator WeLker. I see. That marriage resulted in a divorce, 
did it? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkrr. And you worked for the Community Chest first, 
and then I imagine you took other secretarial work? 

The Witness. I only worked there and then I stopped. There was 
no other work in Washington after that. 

Senator WrLker. Madam, I do not desire to cross-examine at 
length on this, because of your desire that your name be withheld, 
and we certainly want to respect that. Out in Montana, had you 
worked as a secretary? 

The Witness. It was general office work in the clinic out there. 

Senator WELKER. I see. Were you born in Montana? 

The Witness. No, sir. I was born in North Carolina. 

Senator WELKER. Where? 

The Witness. North Carolina. 

Senator We_ker. How did you happen to go to Montana? 

The Wrrness. My husband was stationed there. 

Senator Wetker. I see. Well, I want to say this, Mr. Chairman, 
that it takes a great deal of courage for this lady to appear before us. 
It is a story of tragedy and sorrow and one for which I am sure this 
witness deserves a great deal of consideration from this congressional 
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committee. It does not take anyone at all to imagine how hard it 
is for her to appear here under the circumstances and in the position 
that she is in, but I can assure you as one member of this committee, 
we will interrogate Dr. Friendenberg quite fully and at length in this 
matter, with the hope in mind that your testimony has been truthful 
and honest and fair, and that as a result of your testimony other people 
will not slip into the grievous mistake that you found yourself in. 
Thank you very much. 

Senator Danie. I want to thank you for appearing before the 
committee. The committee realizes that you could have availed 
yourself of constitutional privileges, and you did not elect to do so. 
I think it was because you realized the terrible effect that this dope 
traffic can have on human beings; is that right? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniret. And you want to do what you can to tell your 
story so that maybe it will help someone avoid what you got into; is 
that correct? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Is that correct? 

The Witness. That is correct. 

Senator Danie... Thank you very much. 

Senator Wreixer. Mr. Chairman, may I have 1 minute? Over in 
Philadelphia, we had a woman, a girl, I should say, who had gone in 
about the same sort of line that you had. She made the statement 
before the committee that where there was dope addiction, there was 
prostitution; where there was prostitution, there was dope addiction. 
They both go hand in hand. Do you feel that that is a pretty sound 
statement 

The Witness. Yes. 

Senator We.LKeER. For a girl who has no other way of paying for 
the habit? 

The Wrrness. Yes, sir; I feel that that is pretty true. 

Senator WELKER. Now, do you have anything to tell the com- 
mittee, whether or not we have asked you, that you feel that you 
would like to say for us, or to help the committee? 

The Witness. No, sir; I don’t feel that I can. 

Senator WELKER. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gasque. Just one final question. Did Dr. Friedenberg ever 
accuse you as the “‘woman who was doing all the talking’’? 

The Wirnsss. Yes, sir, he did. He called me on the phone and 
said that to me. 

Mr. Gasquse. When was that? Will you tell us the circumstances? 

The Witness. It was when his trial was going on, about a year ago. 
I don’t remember the date. It was last summer. 

Senator Danrex. All right. Thank you very much. You may be 
excused. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

Senator Danie... We will call the next witness. 

Mr. Burka, will you raise your right hand, sir? Do you sol- 
emnly swear the testimony you are about to give to this subeommittee 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Burka. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF ALFRED BURKA, ESQ., ASSISTANT UNITED STATES 
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Senator DanreL. You may proceed. You will identify yourself 
for the record. 

Mr. Burka. I am an Assistant United States Attorney for the 
District of Columbia. My name is Alfred Burka, and I am the 
assistant who was assigned to prosecute the United States v. Dr. 
Harry Friedenberg, who was charged with failure to keep a record of 
narcotic drugs personally administered by him as required by Section 
11 (e) of the Uniform Narcotic Act, which is part of the D. C. Code, 
Title 33, Section 411 (e). 

The evidence disclosed a flagrant misuse of narcotic drugs. Sergeant 
Gabrys gave us the amount, and by figuring out this amount, we 
can arrive, by using the equation of 480 grains to an ounce of powder, 
that Dr. Fredenberg used approximately 2.58 ounces of morphine, 
whereas D. C. Genersl Hospital used approximately a little more 
than 1 ounce over the same period of time. 

At the D. C. General Hospital, the authorities there stated that 
they tried to avoid the use of morphine as much as possible because 
of its habit-forming qualities. 

Before trial, a hearing was held in the U. S. Attorney’s office, at 
which time Dr. Friedenberg stated that he had given up 50 percent 
of his practice since he had been visited by Sergeant Gabrys, Agent 
Andrew, and Sergeant Raboy. 

As to his records, he stated that he did not write narcotic prescrip- 
tions, and this was the statement upon which his defense was 
predicated. 

Mr. Gasque. Let us go back just a moment when you said he 
gave up 50 percent of his practice. If it was a legitimate practice, 
why should a visit by a couple of police officers cause him to give it up? 

Mr. Burka. The doctor never explained that particular state- 
ment. He just made the statement at the hearing that he had given 
up 50 percent of his practice. I do not know whether he later expained 
that to any of the officers, but it was not explained, as far as I know. 

Senator WeLker. Let me inquire here, Mr. Burka; you say he gave 
us 50 percent of his practice? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.ker. Did he tell you what kind of practice it was, 
whether it was dope peddling or pushing, or whether it was treating 
the sick for legitimate purposes? 

Mr. Burka. No,sir. As Sergeant Gabrys just testified, he stated 
he was a specialist in the treatment of alcoholism, and I can only 
presume that these alcoholics to whom he said he administered 
narcotics were the 50 percent of his practice that he had given up. 

Senator WELKER. Now, you are admitted to the District of Colum- 
bia Bar here? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, I am. 

Senator We.ker. You are on the staff of District Attorney Rover? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir; I am. 

Senator WeLker. At such, you were in charge of the prosecution 
of Friedenberg? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir; 1 was. 
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Senator WeLxer. Now, you heard the last witness here, especially 
the last one? 


Mr. Burka. Yes, I did. 

Senator WeLxer. As I understand it, she went into the courtoom, 
but did not testify. 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Wevxer. I will not ask you why. That is up to you and 
the prosecuting office, why you decided not to use her. 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Knowing Mr. Rover and most of you men, I 
know it was for some good purpose. 

Mr. Burka. The doctor was charged with failing to keep a record 
of the narcotic drugs that he had personally administered. From the 
evidence adduced, there was no doubt, and he agreed, that there was a 
certain amount of narcotic drugs, the 5,092 quarter-grain tablets 
containing morphine sulfate and atropine and the 18 pantopon 
tablets and the dolophine and demerol. That was agreed upon. If 
he had denied that, we would have called the witness to show that 
these amounts were dispensed. But since he had agreed, since there 
was no defense to the amount of narcotics dispensed, we had no legal 
reason—it was not material to the case—to put the witness on the 
stand. She could have been validly objected to and her testimony 
would have been stricken. 

Senator Danrex. Yes. In some jurisdictions where that evidence 
is agreed to by the opposing side, you could not put it on. 

Mr. Burka. No. We were waiting to use her in rebuttal if the 
doctor had denied that he had personally administered narcotics. 
But when he took the stand, he said, “Yes, I did administer that 
ee of narcotics, and you don’t have to account for it under the 
aw.” 

Mr. Gasqur. Mr. Burka, how did the doctor originally plead? 

Mr. Burka. He originally entered a plea of nolo contendere. He 
was represented, I believe, by his brother, who was an attorney and a 
member of the bar of this jurisdiction. 

Mr. Gasqus. Would you explain that plea? 

Mr. Burka. That plea means that he did not contest the allegations, 
that he just made no answer, and that the judge, of course, would find 
whether he was guilty or not guilty. 

Senator Wetker. In other words, he did not admit or deny it? 

Mr. Burka. He did not either admit or deny the fact that he 
did not keep these records. 

I will say that the hearing conducted in Mr. Wood’s office, an 
assistant United States attorney in charge of the municipal branch, 
the doctor stated that he followed the law as he knew it, and he did 
not know that he was required to keep such a record. However, 
it is plainly in the District of Columbia Code. 

Mr. Gasque. Did he have occasion to alter that plea? 

Mr. Burka. Yes. He later came in, represented by new counsel, 
and entered a plea of not guilty, withdrew his plea of nolo contendere 
that had been theretofore entered, and entered a plea of not guilty 
and demanded a jury trial upon the facts. 

Senator WELKER (presiding). Mr. Burka, I had a question here. 
At the time you were investigating and at the time you were prose- 
cuting Dr. Friedenberg, were you acquainted with fact that the last 
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witness before us paid to him between $40,000 and $45,000 in cash in 
the last few years? 

Mr. Burka. I was acquainted with the fact that she had paid him 
approximately $5 for each visit. I had not figured it up. 

Senator WELKER. It is quite an interesting thing from a prosecutor's 
standpoint; is it not? 

Mr. Burka. Yes,itis. I believe the evidence showed, or the doctor 
stated, that he had declared either $30,000 or $35,000 taxable income 
the year before. 

Senator WELKER. And this comes from only 1 witness, or 1 patient. 
And he stated that he had approximately 30 patients a day. I 
believe is what Sergeant Gabrys said. 

I rather imagine there will be some gentleman down the street a 
little interested in that testimony. 

Mr. Burka. We called 

Senator We_keR. Excuse me. Counselor—and I shall soon turn 
this back to our able counsel—I had a couple of questions I wanted to 
ask. 

I am quite certain that you, Mr. Rover and the entire staff, gave 
some thought as to whether or not the doctor aided and abetted in 
the crime of prostitution? 

Mr. Burka. At that time, we were not aware of the fact that he 
knew that the witness, who will remain unidentified did engage in the 
practice of prostitution. 

Senator We.Lker. Then until I asked her the question whether or 
not the doctor knew of her prostitution and accepted the earnings of 
a prostitute, then that was the first time you had known that? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir, it was. 

Senator WeLker. That will be something I imagine you will take 
back to the district attorney’s office and give a little thought to. 

Mr. Burka. We will consider that, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now I will turn the matter over to Mr. Gasque, 
our counselor, who has worked on this matter very hard. Counselor, 
proceed. 

Mr. Gasqure. What is Dr. Friedenberg’s narcotics registration 
number? 

Mr. Burka. His narcotics registration number 

Mr. Gasque. In your own statement, I believe you have it on the 
second page. 

Mr. Burka. His narcotic registration number is 2554, class 4. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, you have the forms he used for ordering nar- 
cotics in bulk; do you? 

Mr. BurKka. That is correct, sir. I have those forms. I have 
copies of them. 

Mr. Gasque. And you also have a record of the amount of narcotic 
drugs inventoried at the time of the visit of the police officers? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, I believe that a shortage of the amount expended 
by him is rather large, and I believe you have those figures with you. 
Will you give us those figures? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. The shortage, as the term used by the in- 
vestigators who visited his office—‘‘shortgage’’ meaning those that 
were unaccounted for other than by his own explanation that he was 
not required to account for them—was the same as those given by 
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Sergeant Gabrys: 2,507 quarter-grain hypodermic tablets of morphine 
sulfate; 2,585 quarter-grain hypodermic tablets of morphine sulfate 
and atropine; eighteen \-grain hypodermic tablets of pantopon; 
1,033 cubie centimeters of dolophine; and 465 cubic centimeters of 
demerol. 

I called several physicians here in the city who requested that their 
names not be used, but the consensus of opinion—I believe one of 
these doctors so stated to Sergeant Gabrvs himself—was that this 
amount of narcotics would normally be a supply good for 20 years 
for the average physician, and 1 surgeon to whom I spoke stated 
that although he had many cancer patients and gave prescriptions for 
a certain amount of narcotics in postoperative treatment, that such 
supply as Dr. Friedenberg used during the 1 vear would last him for 
a lifetime. 

Now, Dr. Friedenberg stated that he was not aware of the fact that 
he was supposed to keep records as prescribed by section 411 (e) of 
the District of Columbia Act, title 33. That is what we will refer to 
as the Uniform Narcotic Act. He stated that he complied with the 
Harrison Act, and he had no idea that he was supposed to comply 
with the Uniform Narcotic Act. 

However, he called the United States narcotic agent, who was 
then at the time of the trial stationed in Louisville, Ky., an agent, 
EK. C. Crabtree, who had stated that on November 15, 1950, he had 
visited Dr. Friedenberg’s offices, which were then in the Farragut 
Apartments, with Federal Narcotic Agent Frank Pappas, and that 
they found that a shortage at that time of 1,380 half-grain morphine 
tablets, 1,832 quarter-grain morphine tablets, and 1,403 1/20-grain 
dilaudid tablets, and 128 %-grain pantapon tablets. 

This amount was so large that they for a moment suspected that 
either the doctor or a member of his family might be an addict. 
They questioned him about this. He denied that either he or any 
member of his family was addicted to the use of narcotic drugs, and 
they recommended that since he was disposing of such a large amount, 
he should keep a much closer accounting, other than just by stating 
his personal administration of these drugs. 

Now, as I stated, the defense was based on the difference between 
the Harrison Narcotic Act, section 2 (a), and the Uniform Narcotic 
Act, section 11 (e), which is 411 (e) of title 33 of the District Code. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Burka, may I ask a question? 

Mr. Burka. Yes. 

Senator Weiker. The case went to the jury and not the court; is 
that right? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir; it went to the jury. 

Senator WreLkerR. Have you any idea how the jury stood? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. The jury was 7 to 5. 

Senator Wetxer. Now, may I ask you tne question without con- 
sulting Hornbook law? You charged him with failure to keep records 
as provided by the Uniform Narcotic Act? 

Mr. BurKka. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Wre.ker. And he defended upon the ground that he did 
not have to, because of the Federal Harrison Narcotic Act? 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir, and the provision of that same 
Uniform Narcotic Act. 
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Senator WELKER. After hearing your testimony and thinking of the 
testimony of the last witness, [ am wondering why you did not charge 
him with selling narcotics 

Mr. Burka. It would have been an exceptionally difficult charge to 
bring. 

Senator WELKER. Why? 

Mr. Burka. Because of the fact that the doctor, as Sergeant 
Gabrys testified, when the Police Department sent an undercover 
agent in and he gave him a prescription, I believe, for seconal, as 
Sergeant Gabrys stated, first listened to him and then again he ex- 
amined his hands. It would have been an exceptionally difficult thing 
for us to prove that in the doctor’s professional opinion he was not 
prescribing a remedy for a condition that he professionally believed 
that the undercover man had. 

Senator WELKER. Now, sir, it sounds like this to me, that because 
a man has license to practice medicine, he has a license to sell dope. 

Mr. Burka. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, I cannot conceive of a jury of 12 people in 
Washington, D. C., or any place in the United States ever absolving a 
defendant in this action from selling narcotics when they hear the 
testimony of the officers, when they hear the testimony of people like, 
say, the last witness. Isn’t that a pretty fair assumption, Counselor, 
because in fact that is what he did? Any man that makes that much 
money, $40,000 to $45,000 in a period of a few years from one unfor- 
tunate person that he made an addict, I believe that is a question of 
fact that would be resolved by a jury in a strictly American fashion, 
sir. 

Mr. Burka. That is true. We have no doubt as to what the doctor 
was actually doing. But the narcotics squad was actually unable to 
bring us a case or make a case that they felt to their satisfaction could be 
prosecuted. They wanted to make sure that when they got him, 
they really had him. And we felt the same way, and this was the 
only charge that we were finally able to bring against the doctor. 

Senator WELKER. Of course, at that time you did not know all the 
testimony that you know now. 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir, and I am sure we will reconsider 
it on the basis of what we have heard. 

Senator WELKER. Now, from one attorney to another—and I am 
not asking to commit the district attorney’s office, because naturally 
you know more about this by far than I anedinat you think the 
doctor would have a little rough skidding if a charge were filed against 
him for selling narcotics, just ‘straight-out sale? 

Mr. Burka. With witnesses such as the one that preceded me, I 
think we might be able to substantiate such a charge. 

Senator We_ker. You might be able to. I would think that I 
would hate to have to defend the gentleman—no; strike the word 
“gentleman’’—hate to defend the doctor on that case. Pardon the 
interruption. 

Mr. Burxa. That is perfectly all right. 

Senator Wre_xer. Go ahead, Counselor. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, beginning with the first paragraph of your 
statement, I would appreciate it if you would read that page, which 
sets forth the difference between the Harrison Narcotic Act and the 
Uniform Narcotic Act of the District of Columbia. 
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Mr. Burka. The Harrison Act originally was enacted on December 
17, 1914, and this act provided for the registration and taxing of all 
persons that had any dealings of any sort, actually, with opium or 
its derivatives. 

The act provided certain safeguards and controls for the prevention 
of the illegal use of narcotics, and even so far as physicians went, up 
to a certain point. However, the act under section 2 (a) specifically 
stated that a physician, dentist or veterinary surgeon shall keep a 
record of all drugs, dispensed or distributed, the date, the name and 
the address of the patient to whom such drugs were dispensed or 
distributed, except such as may be dispensed or distributed to a pa- 
tient, upon whom such physician, dentist or veterinary surgeon shall 
personally attend. 

In other words, that particular section of the law states that if a 
doctor writes a prescription, he must keep a record of it. However, 
if he takes the narcotic and either personally administers it for the 
use of a hypodermic needle, or he personally places a tablet upon the 
tongue or gives it to the person and says, “take it in my presence,” 
he does not have to account for such narcotic drugs. 

It is evident that Congress felt at that time that the medical profes- 
sion, the men comprising that profession, were of such a caliber that 
they could be entrusted to the use of these narcotics where they were 
personally in attendance upon a patient without keeping a definite, 
concise record thereof. 

Now, 24 years later, approximately, on June 20, 1938, the Uniform 
Narcotic Act was passed and it was incorporated into the District of 
Columbia Code. 

Mr. Gasque. That is the Uniform Narcotic Act for the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. Burka. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, what does that act state? What does that act 
provide? 

Mr. Burka. That act states, firstly, that every physician, dentist 
or veterinarian or other person who is authorized to use or administer 
narcotic drugs shall keep a record of these drugs used by him. 

Mr. Gasque. Received by him. 

Mr. Burka (continuing). Received, used and a record of all nar- 
cotic drugs administered, dispensed or professionally used by him 
otherwise than by prescription, which is in contradistinction to Section 
2 (r) of the Harrison Act that we just read. Here it mentioned that 
he must keep a record of those drugs. 

Then, section 411 (e)—that was Section 441 (r) of the District of 
Columbia Code, Title 33, which says that he must keep a record of all 
drugs used by him otherwise than by prescription—section 411 (e) 
states that the form of the records shall be prescribed by the Board of 
Pharmacy meaning the Board of Pharmacy of the District of Colum- 
bia. The record of all narcotic drugs sold, administered, dispensed, 
or otherwise disposed of, shall show the date of selling, administering 
or dispensing, the name and address of the person to whom or for 
whose use the drug was given, and the kind and quantity of the nar- 
cotic drug; that every such record shall be recorded and kept for a 
period of 2 years from the transaction. 
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This is the sentence that hurt us. It said: 


The keeping of a record required by or under the Federal Narcotic Laws con- 
taining substantially the same information as it was specified above— 
that is, the name and the date and the person to whom administered 
and the type of narcotic drug— 


shall constitute compliance with section 411 (e). 


Mr. Gasque. Then how do you account for the fact that the 
fellow was acquitted for the failure of the jury to agree? 

Mr. Burka. There were two reasons. One was the fact that Dr. 
Kinner of the Board of Pharmacy took the stand for the defense and 
stated that no such form of record, even though it had been pre- 
scribed by Congress—it was not left to their discretion—the first 
sentence of section 411 (e) says— 


the form of records shall be prescribed by the Board of Pharmacy— 
and it contains the information that should be on this form. It said: 


The record shall show the name and address of the person to whom or for whose 
use the drugs were expended, the kind and quantity of drugs, and the date of 


selling. 

Dr. Kinner stated on the stand for the defense that such form had 
never been drawn up and was not then in existence, the act then 
having been in existence since 1938. 

The second reason was the last sentence of section 411 (e) which 
the Government argued did not apply in this case, states: 

The keeping of a record required by or under the Federal narcotic clause con- 
taining substantially the same information as is specified above, shall constitute 
compliance. 

I argued to the jury that the Harrison Act specifically excluded 
doctors from keeping a record of narcotic drugs, personally adminis- 
tered by them, and the Uniform Narcotic Act says definitely that 
they shall—completely opposite—shall keep such records, and that 
there are no other Federal laws requiring that same type of informa- 
tion. 

However, one of the jurors approached me after the trial had been 
over with for several days and told me that the jury had hung 7 to 5 
and that it was a violent disagreement as to whether the Harrison 
Act contained substantially the same requirements as the Uniform 
Act. 

Senator WeLker. Now, may I interrupt you? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. In other words, counsel for the defendant went 
clear outside the ball park with the Federal legislation 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WELKER. As a defense, when you relied upon legislation 
which you are governed by, passed here, as local law within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, some 28 years later than the Harrison Act; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir, in which Congress had specifically 
changed its language from the Harrison Act. 

Senator WELKER. Well, suppose they had not changed it. You 
were governed by the Uniform Narcotic Act; were you not? 

Mr. Burka. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WELKER. It is just exactly like practicing law in a State 
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court; you cannot go out in a Federal court and avail yourself of some 
Federal rule, can you, as an opposition to your State rule? 

Mr. Burka. No, sir. That was what 

Senator WeLker. That was a very interesting case, Counselor. 

Mr. Burka. That was why I stated, sir, upon the reaction of the 
jury to this case, and the amount of narcotics that the doctor used was 
stressed in the case—that was brought out several times—his previous 
warnings by Agent Crabtree, given 3 years prior to the time he was 
tried and the jury still hung. That was why I said, in view of the 
information received today, a jury might return a verdict of guilty. 
I was, I would say, considerably disappointed over the verdict in this 
case. We really thought that we had the doctor under this act. 

Senator WELKER. Now, we will have the doctor here tomorrow 
morning and I think perhaps you might be around and be interro- 
gated, I imagine, because we are not seeking to confront him with 
anything but the truth. We want his answers, because, after all, he 
is the man who is going to suffer most if he were innocent. 

Mr. Burka. I might add, sir, that our recommendations to this 
committee as far as the act goes here would be—well, we understand 
that the Board of Pharmacy has now prescribed a form and that is in 
the process of being promoted. 

Senator WELKER. I will go into that with the next witness. 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. And we feel that we would have absolutely 
no trouble—there would be no defense to a charge of violation of sec- 


tion 411 (e) of title 33 if the last sentence of section 411 (e) were struck; 
that is 


the keeping of a record required by or under the Federal narcotic clause, con- 
taining substantially the same information as is specified above, shall constitute 
compliance with this section. 

At the moment, we feel that is providing a loophole for certain doc- 
tors, who would traffic in illicit narcotics and keep the records to 
themselves. 

I might add that Doctor Friedenberg did not have a receptionist, 
a nurse or a secretary; he kept all of his records himself. 

Senator WeLker. He was a pretty busy man, was he not? 

Mr. Burka. Yes, sir. I believe he stated to the officers that it 
would take them almost 2 years to run through his records. He kept 
them in a code which only he, himself, understood, and as far as 
his 

Senator WELKER. I can well understand why he had a code. 

Mr. Burka. As far as his defense of these records being privileged, 
the Uniform Narcotic Act states that these records required to be kept 
shall be shown to agents and investigators checking the laws and that 
they are not privileged when it is in connection with possibie prosecu- 
tion. 

But we feel that at the moment there is a possible defense, such as 
Dr. Friedenberg used, and if the act were amended by striking the last 
section of 411 (e), the last sentence of that section—— 

Senator WeL_keEr. Counselor, there is a possible defense to every 
lawsuit every filed, or criminal case, you know that? 

Mr. Burka. That is true, sir, but we feel it would close a possible 


loophole, and it would make our prosecutions much easier and more 
successful. 











ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 895 


Senator WELKER. I certainly appreciate your attendance here. It 
is fine to see an able counselor like you working for the benefit of our 
country. 

Mr. Burka. Thank you very much, sir; I am glad to have appeared. 

Senator WeLker. The next witness is Dr. Harold C. Kinner, Secre- 
tary of the Board of Pharmacy. 

Dr. Kinner. 

Mr. Gasque. Mr. Chairman, Dr. Kinner, apparently, is not here 
at this time. 

Senator WELKER. Get him up here. Wasn’t he under subpoena? 

Mr. Gasque. He was not under subpeona but he was called to 
testify. 

Senator WELKER. Would you have somebody call to find out? He 
is the next witness. 

Mr. Gasque. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. I| would like to call Lee Speer, the chief investi- 
gator of this committee. I want the record clear here. There have 
been certain inferences and allegations here of Dr. Friedenberg, and 
[ want the record to be clear so that the Doctor will know everything 
that has gone before. 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you give before this com- 
mittee will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 
Mr. Speer. | do. 


TESTIMONY OF WAYLAND LEE SPEER, CHIEF INVESTIGATOR, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY, UNITED STATES SENATE 


Senator WeLKER. Your name? 
Mr. Speer. Wayland Lee Speer. 

Senator WeLkerR. Where do you reside? 

Mr. Speer. Amarillo, Tex., assigned in Washington, D. C. 

Senator WeLker. And you are currently serving as chief investi- 
gator for this subcommittee investigating narcotics, under Senate 
Resolution 67, which subcommittee is a subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Speer, as chief investigator of this com- 
mittee is it one of your duties to assist in the finding of witnesses in 
violations and giving us your technical opinions with respect to 
narcotics in general? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You have been with the Federal Bureau of 
Narcotics for many vears? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir, about 18. 

Senator WeLker. Eighteen years? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. ! 

Senator WeL_ker. And you are on a loan to this committee for the 
purpose of helping us during these hearings? 

Mr. Spremr. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreL_ker. Mr. Speer, have you heard of Dr. Harry Fried- 
enberg? 
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Mr. Spesr. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, is one of your duties the duty of issuing 
subpenas for men whom we desire to interrogate? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

. Senator We ker. Was a subpena issued for Dr. Harry Frieden- 
erg? 

Mr. Speer. It was issued on the 6th of July. 

Senator WeLker. The 2d of July? 

Mr. Spner. The 6th. 

Senator WELKER. The 6th of July? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Was it served here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Serer. It was not served in the District of Columbia. 

Senator WELKER. It was not served in the District of Columbia. 

There was quite a little investigation made as to the whereabouts 
of the witness? 

Mr. Speer. On the 7th of July I went to his office at 1726 I 
Street. There was sign on the door saying he was on vacation, from 
the 7th until the 21st of July. 

Senator WELKER. There was no receptionist there at all? 

Mr. Speer. No receptionist. The office was locked. 

Then I went out to his residence at 4519 36th Street, NW., which 
is a two-story brick home with servants’ quarters and spacious 
grounds, and it was also locked and nobody at home. Then other 
agents of the Bureau of Narcotics inquired and made investigation, 
and we found that he had probably gone to Florida. 

Later I called his brother, Mr. Nathan Friedenberg, who is an 
attorney, and he said his brother had gone to Miami, but he had no 
idea wher he was. 

‘ Senator We KER. He had gone to Miami, but he had no idea where 
e was? 

Mr. Speer. Where he was stopping. He said it was his first trip 
down there, and he had no idea where he was stopping, but that he 
did have a relative there whom he would contact and then call me 
back on Monday. 

Senator Wetker. All right. On Monday did he call you back? 

Mr. Speer. I understand he called someone in the Senator’s office 
and told them he had no information as to the whereabouts of Dr. 
Friedenberg. 

Senator WeLxker. In other words, the information you received 
was that the attorney brother of Dr. Friedenberg had called the 
relative in Miami and could not locate his whereabouts? 

Mr. Speer. I do not know whether or not he did call the relative. 
He told me he would call him, and on Monday he said he had no 
information as to the whereabouts of Dr. Friedenberg. 

Senator We.ker. After telling you that, it is a fair inference that 
he probably did call his relative? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. If he did not, that is one of those little chains of 
circumstances which showed that he did not do what he promised 
you to do? 

Mr. Speer. That is correct. 

Senator WreLKrer. Now, were you able to finally serve Dr. Harry 
Friedenberg with a subpena? 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC S97 


Mr. Speer. I mailed a copy of the subpena to Mr. Kenneth Rudd, 
narcotic agent in Miami, Fla., on the 8th of July, I believe it was, 
and last night at 10:25 p. m. he served the subpena on Dr. Harry 
Friedenberg in Miami Beach. 

Senator WELKER. Miami Beach? 

Mr. Speer. Right. 

Senator WELKER. Now, when did you learn that information? 

Mr. Speer. The telephone call came in last night. I was in contact 
with Mr. Rudd this morning by telephone. 

Senator WELKER. You were in contact with whom? 

Mr. Speer. Mr. Rudd, the narcotic agent who served the subpena. 

Senator WeLkeR. Have you ascertained and know of your own 
knowledge or know by information, certainly, reliable information, 
that the doctor has been served? 

Mr. Sprer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. After hearing that, did you do anything by way 
of calling counsel, the doctor’s brother, who was one of his counsel? 

Mr. Speer. After I had called Mr. Rudd and he told me that he 
had served the subpena on Dr. Harry Friedenberg at the Saxony 
Hotel in Miami Beach, Fla., last night at 10:25 p. m., I went to the 
office in the Senate Office Building here, room 6—B. There I received 
a call from Mr. Nathan Friedenberg—— 

Senator We.tker. That is the brother of the witness? 

Mr. Speer. Yes. 

Senator WreL_ker. Of the man that we are seeking to subpena? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WretkerR. And what was there? 

Mr. Speer. He said, “I notice we have a lot of publicity in the 
morning paper.” 

Senator WeLkerR. And that was the result of disclosures made by 
yesterday’s witnesses? 

Mr. Speer. I suppose. I said, ‘I haven’t seen the morning papers.” 
He said, ‘‘Well’”—Mr. Gasque was on the telephone with me at the 
same time. He didn’t talk, I believe, but we were both on the tele- 
phone. And he said, ‘‘Well, the doctor would like to cooperate, but | 
frankly don’t know of his whereabouts.”’ 

Senator WELKER. He told you that his brother would like to cooper- 
ate, but that he, the attorney for his brother 

Mr. Speerr. Did not know of his whereabouts. 

Senator Wetker. Yes. Then what did he say? 

Mr. Speer. He did say he was in Miami Beach, however. 

Senator Wetker. He what? 

Mr. Speer. He said he was in Miami Beach, but he didn’t know 
where, as he had told me the other day. 

Senator WeLker. He said he was in Miami Beach, and he didn’t 
know where? 

Mr. Speer. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Well, Miami Beach is a pretty large place, is it 
not? 

Mr. Speer. We found that out, yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Now, after saying that the doctor was in Miami 
Beach but he did not know where, was there any further conversation? 

Mr. Speer. There was some further conversation that led up to— 
I don’t recall the exact words—but it led up to my telling Mr. Nathan 
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Friedenberg that we had served a subpena in Miami Beach on Dr. 
Harry Friedenberg and he was somewhat taken—he appeared a little 
startled at the fact that the subpena had been served. 

Senator WeLKER. Now, after you informed him that you had 
served the subpena on Dr. Harry Friedenberg, and he appeared a bit 
taken aback, because he, his own brother, did not know where he 
was, other than in Miami Beach, which is quite large, did anything 
else transpire? 

Mr. Speer. He concluded the conversation by saying, ‘Well, I will 
call him.” 

Senator WeLtker. Do vou have any idea, Mr. Speer, how Mr. 
Nathan Friedenberg would know where to call Mr. Harry Frieden- 
berg? 

Mr. Spzesr. No, sir, I do not. 

Senator WreLker. That is all. 

Do you have any questions, counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. No. 

Senator WeLKgErR. Mr. Franzoni, please. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony that you give before this 
subcommittee of the Judiciary, on narcotics, will be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Franzont. I do, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF F. ROYCE FRANZONI, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
PHARMACY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator We._ksr. Will you state your name, your residence and 
your occupation? 

Be seated and be at ease there. 

Mr. Franzonr. My name is F. Royce Franzoni. I am a regis- 
tered pharmacist in the District of Columbia, since 1936. 

I have been a member of the Board of Pharmacy since 1946, and 
have currently been president of the Board of Pharmacy for, I believe 
it is, a little over a year, sir. 

Senator WeLker. And your profession takes in many, many men 
engaged in dispensing pharmaceutical drugs? 

Mr. Franzont. It does, sir. I conduct a retail pharmacy which 
has a wholesale and manufacturing activity. 

Senator WeLkrer. You say you have been a licensed pharmacist 
since 1936? 

Mr. Franzont. Yes, sir; since October of 1936. 

Senator WeL_ksr. Are you in anywise acquainted with the case of 
the United States Government against Dr. Harry Friedenberg? 

Mr. Franzonr. Only from what I read in the newspaper several 
months ago, sir. 

Senator WeLKEr. You are acquainted with the fact that your 
secretary, Dr. Harold C. Kinner, appeared as a defense witness in 
that case, are yout not? 

Mr. Franzont. I knew he appeared as a witness. I am not certain 
as to his status. 

Senator WeLker. Was it told to you as president that he went 
down there to appear as a defense witness? 

Mr. Franzonti. He told me he was in court asa witness. I didn’t 
know whether the defense or the prosecution called. 
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Senator WELKER. Now, Doctor, would it not cause you some con- 
cern when a doctor was being prosecuted and your secretary down 
here in court told you he had been a witness, and you did not inquire 
whether he had been a witness for the Government or the defendant 
or what? 

Mr. Franzont. No, I did not inquire into that, sir. I asked him 
what had transpired. 

Senator We.keEr. Did he tell you what had transpired? 

Mr. Franzont. He briefed me, sir. 

Senator Wexker. All right. Let us have what he told you. 

Mr. Franzont. I am going on memory, sir, but he said that in this 
case against Dr. Friedenberg, apparently the Government’s case was 
based on Dr. Friedenberg’s failure to keep a record of where he dis- 
pensed, or to whom he dispensed, the narcotics drugs he dispensed in 
the course of his practice. 

Senator WELKER. Very well, sir. I have had some information 
about you for many years. You are a man of the highest type, and I 
believe you are one who visited our Armed Services in the Orient. 

Mr. Franzont. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. And any questions about Mr. Kinner I propound 
to you certainly are not given with any rancor or bitterness, but 
merely with the background that I want the record to show as best 
I can what happened here on the Board of Pharmacy, and especially 
what happened to your secretary at the trial of Dr. Friedenberg. 

Mr. Franzont. Yes, sir, I understand that. 

Senator WeL_kKErR. Keeping in mind, that we are not here as a trial 
court, we are not here to convict anyone, but we have a job to do 
under this resolution, and this is a rather important matter before the 
committee now, did he tell you that the jury had been unable to arrive 
at a verdict in this case? 

Mr. Franzont. Again, I am going to have to go on memory; I be- 
lieve that he did. In effect, he stated that the case was lost. He con- 
veyed that information without—I can’t say he said that the jury 
failed to agree. 

Senator WELKER. I realize bow hard it would be to remember a 
conversation that far back. And did he tell you that the case was 
lost because of his failure to do something that he was obligated to do 
under the law? 

Mr. Franzont. Not in those words, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Well, what words did he use? I may have some 
different ones a little later. 

Mr. Franzont. I cannot recall the specific words, but his state- 
ment was to the effect that because the Board of Pharmacy had not 
provided a certain record that the law said that they should, that the 
case had been lost. 

Senator WeLkrr. Were you asked to go down and testify in de- 
fense of this man? 

Mr. Franzoni. No, sir. 

Senator WeLker. They did pick your secretary? 

Mr. FRaNzoNI. Yes, sir. Generally speaking, the secretary of the 
Board is a continuing office—that is, it is held for more than one 
term—and there is presumed to be a greater familiarity with the 
Board’s activities. 
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Senator We.ker. Dr. Franzoni, it is a fact, is it not, that the Board 
of Pharmacy has failed to prepare a form for the use of physicians for 
the reporting of the disposition of narcotic drugs with respect to the 
name and address of the patient, the diagnosis of the disease, the date, 
kind, and quantity of narcotic? 

Mr. Franzont. That is a fact, sir. 

Senator Wre_ker. How under heaven’s name could they ever had 
— this since 1938, when it became a matter of law for them to 
do that? 

Mr. Franzont. I cannot explain how other members of the Board 
may have failed in that. I can only accept that part which I have 
in it. I admit the failure to act within the requirements of the law. 
I must say there that it is a fact that I inherited, when I came on the 
Board, and that up until the time of this Friedenberg case, I had been 
laboring under the misapprehension, I find out, that such a record 
was not required, and when the development came up, there was 
considerable argument as to whether or not it was a fact that the 
Federal law superseded, in effect, or offset the District of Columbia law. 

Senator WreL_kxer. Who had that legal argument? You druggists 
had it, or your lawyers? 

Mr. Franzoni. It was done without the advice or counsel of a 
lawyer, sir. 

Senator WeLker. I just gave the benefit of my limited legal 
ability a moment ago with respect to that. I think that is not the 
law and never has been the law, to go outside of your jurisdiction and 
take a law and apply it where you wanted it to apply. In other 
words, it would be simple if that became a law, when a man was 
charged with murder, and you had a mandatory death penalty, you 
might very well take the Federal law or the State of Pennsylvania 
law and ask that that be applied, when, in the District of Columbia, 
you had a punishment of, say, 5 years in the penitentiary. I am 
making that as ridiculous as I can to show you where I do not believe 
it is the law and never was the law. But as of now, you have remedied 
that situation? 

Mr. Franzont. We are in the process of doing so, yes, sir. We 
have submitted for review by the Corporation counsel a proposed 
form which would outline the type of record which the law requires 
the physician to keep. I have a copy, a photostat copy, of the draft 
copy of that form. 

Senator WELKER. I wonder if we may have it for the record? 

Mr. Franzonti. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.ker. With your permission, I would like to have 
this incorporated in the body of the record. 

Mr. Franzont. That is a spare copy, sir. 

Senator WreLker. I might make this observation, though. It will 
be a little difficult to fill this in if you used code, a personal code, for 
a physician? 

Mr. Franzont. Well, unless you knew what the code represented, 
it would be meaningless. 

Senator WeLker. That is right. 

Well, it will be made a part of the record. 
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(The photostats referred to are as follows:) 


[Inside front cover of dispenser’s record form) 


Public Law No. 682, District of Columbia Uniform Narcotic Drug Act, reads, 
in part, as follows: 

Sec. 11. (a) Every physician, dentist, veterinarian, or other person who is 
authorized to administer or professionally use narcotic drugs shall keep a record 
of such drugs received by him, and a record of all such drugs administered, dis- 
pensed, or professionally used by him otherwise than by prescription in accordance 
with the provisions of subsection (e) of this section. It shall, however, be deemed 
a sufficient compliance with this subsection if any such person using small quanti- 
ties of solutions or other preparations of such drugs for local application * * * 
without keeping a record of such solution or other preparation applied by him to 
individual patients. 

(e) The form of records shall be prescribed by the Board of Pharmacy. * * * 
The record of all narcotic drugs sold, administered, dispensed, or otherwise dis- 
posed of, shall show the date of selling, administering, or dispensing, the name 
and address of the person to whom, or for whose use, or the owner and species of 
animal for which the drugs were sold, administered, or dispensed, and the kind 
and quantity of drugs. Every such record shall be kept for a period of 2 years 
from the date of the transaction recorded. * * * 


DisPENSER’s REcorD Form, Boarp or PxHarmacy, Districr or COLUMBIA 


Dispenser United States Registry No 
sms aii ami c : 
Patient’s name Patient’s address Item dispensed Quantity Date 


} 


loos 
| 


re Lee y 


manila covers and essentially as above, size approximately 8.375x5.125 inches (same size as United States 
Internal Revenue order form booklets). Inside front cover should quote applicable sections of Public 
Law 682 (D. C. Uniform Narcotic Drug Act—sections 11 (a) and (e). Inside rear cover should be im- 
printed as an order form for additional dispenser’s record form booklet(s). 


[Inside rear cover of dispenser’s record form] 


(date) 


To: the Secretary, District of Columbia Board of Pharmacy, Department of Occu- 
pations and Professions, 1740 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 


Attached herewith is (check) (money order) (cash) in the amount of _- 

Please send to me, at the address indicated, ____-_-_ . book(s) of the Dispenser’s 
Record Form, as prescribed by the Board of Pharmacy and required by the D. C. 
Uniform Narcotic Drug Act. Initial entry in most recently used Record Form 


Dispenser 
Address 


Federal Narcotic Registry No__.__...-_----- 2 

D. C. Registry or License No 
Senator WELKER. I appreciate your coming here and giving us the 
benefit of your long service to the pharmaceutical men and women, 
and I know you will be of great help to the committee in the future. 
May I say, as an observation, that it is distressing indeed for the 
congressional committee that is out to do this job—and it is, as I say, 
a distressing job, when you see distressing cases that you have seen 
since you have been in the hearing room—to know that the Secretary 
of the Board of Pharmacy has been used as the principal defense 
witness for a man who might very well have been convicted of a very 
serious offense, one of the most serious I know. And if that last 
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witness told the truth, or the witness prior to the prosecutor told the 
truth, in my opinion the defendant in that action could very well be 
prosecuted for willful sale of narcotic drugs. Do you agree with me 
on that? 

Mr. Franzont. I do, sir. 

Senator Weiker. In other words, the fact that a man has a license 
to dispense narcotic drugs does not give him a license to sell illegally 
narcotic drugs. 

Thank you for coming. 

Counsel, do you have a question? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes, sir. Mr. Franzoni, when did you first take 
office as President of the Board of Pharmacy? 

Mr. Franzont. As President of the Board, frankly, I would have to 
go back to the minutes. I believe it would be in July—— 

Mr. Gasqur. What year? 

Mr. Franzonr. 1953. 

Mr. Gasque. July of 1953? 

Mr. Franzont. Yes. 

Mr. Gasaque. So that it is within this administration of your office 
that we are getting such a form promulgated and distributed in the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. Franzont. I cannot take credit for stimulating it. It took the 
Friedenberg case to focus our attention on that in a short time. 

Senator We.ker. Mr. Friedenberg did not help you or suggest a 
form, did he? He did not call you and suggest a form? 

Mr. Franzonti. Not to my personal knowledge. 

Mr. Gasqur. And now, Mr. Franzoni, do you not believe that 
the board of pharmacy, since 1938, owed it to the members of the 
medical profession of the District and owes it to them today, to 


promulgate a form that will, one, protect them against defects in 
the administration of their offices so far as narcotic drugs are con- 
cerned; two, will serve as a deterrent to their own prescribing narcotic 
drugs to individual patients, having the form before them, and being 
able to check it very clearly; and three, that will protect the medical 
profession and the ean from those few doctors, and they appear to 


be very few in number, who unwittingly or intentionally are supplying 
addicts with narcotic drugs? 

Mr. Franzont. I believe we do have that obligation to both the 
public and the profession; yes. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you now believe that confusion has been created 
in the minds of physicians of the District of Columbia, as a conse- 
quence of the questions that arose in the Friedenberg trial, that is, 
whether they themselves were keeping the legal records required of 
them, and it demands clarification by the board of pharmacy? 

Mr. Franzont. I am convinced of it now, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. And yet this trial was held in September of 1954 and 
here it is 8 months later and I understand the form has just now been 
prepared. 

Mr. Franzoni. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. And it is now in the hands of the Corporation Coun- 
sel of the District of Columbia for review? 

Mr. Franzont. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasque. That is all. 
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Senator Weiker. Thank you for appearing. Out of this we hope 
that we have been of some assistance to your organization and to 
you. 

Mr. Franzoni. Thank you. 

Senator WELKER. The subcommittee will stand in recess until to- 
morrow morning at 10 a.m. All witnesses under subpena will report 
at that time. Those witnesses who have appeared, like the last wit- 
ness and the member of the district attorney’s staff, will be excused 
if they desire. It is not mandatory that they appear here. 

(Whereupon, adjournment was taken until 10 a. m., Thursday, 
July 14, 1955.) 
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THURSDAY, JULY 14, 1955 


Unrrep Sratres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 
457, Senate Office Building, Senator Price Daniel (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Seen Senator Daniel (presiding), O’Mahoney, Welker, and 
Butler. 

Also present: C. Aubrey Gasque, subcommittee counsel, and W. L. 
Speer, subcommittee investigator. 

Senator Dantet. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased, this morning, to have with us a fellow 
Texan of mine. Our State and whole Nation is proud of this young 
man because of the great record that he made in World War II. He 
is this country’s most decorated hero, holding 24 decorations in all, 
including the highest decorations that this country can bestow on 
any person. 

Mr. Audie Murphy is now in the moving picture industry, and for 
the past 2 years has been interested in the subject of narcotics, and, 
Mr. Murphy, we appreciate your coming before us today, and we 
would like for you to tell the committee how you became interested 
in this matter, and any recommendations that you might have for 
the committee as a result of your study. 

If your will stand and raise your hand, do you solemnly swear 
that the testimony you are about to give to this subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Murpny. I do, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF AUDIE MURPHY 


Senator Dantrzgx. All right, you may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Murpny. Senator Daniel, about 2 years ago I became in- 
terested in making a motion picture about narcotics. I had been 
vaguely aware of the situation as it existed in Los Angeles, Calif. 
After getting into it a little more, however, I found that instead of 
being completely selfish about this and looking for a story line for a 
motion picture, I became so involved and distraught with the situation 
that I thought that other and greater efforts should be made to help 
alleviate this situation. 


905 
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Senator DanieL. Now, when did you first start studying the 
problem at first hand. 

Mr. Murpnuy. As I said, just about 2 years ago. And I was able 
to do this through the cooperation of the District Attorney’s office, 
their narcotic squad. Each of our enforcement agencies in Los An- 
geles have their own narcotics squad, and through this medium, | 
was brought into close contact with it and had the opportunity to 
study it at first hand. Of course, not many people have this 
opportunity. 

Senator Danie... Did you go out with some of the officers and see 
at first hand some of the addicts and the results from addiction, 
especially on children of addicted parents? 

Mr. Murpuy. Yes, I did. For example, I will just give you one 
example which was stamped on my mind. We went to the house, 
the home of a known addict. The officers wanted to point out to 
me what the end result is of people who become addicted to narcotics. 

We went to this house and knocked on the door, and the door was 
open and we heard some little children inside. And we got no answer. 
So we went in, and here we found 3 little girls varying from 1 to 4 
or 5 years old sitting in this room by themselves and playing in the 
dirt and the debris, and there was no telling when these children had 
been fed or taken care of. In the next room, the man, the father of 
these little children, was sitting at a table with his equipment all 
stacked out to one side, his needle and syringe and all the various 
equipment that they use for the application of these drugs, sitting 
there with a vacant look on his face, and he didn’t even know they 
were there. He didn’t know his children were there. And he didn’t 
care. 

Now, the wife and mother, who was also addicted, was somewhere 
on the street, probably trying in some way to get some money to buy 
more drugs. 

Senator DanieL. Now then, did you make other visits with the law- 
enforcement officers to see what the narcotics problem was, especially 
in Los Angeles? 

Mr. Murpuy. I did that on numerous occasions, and it was very 
interesting to find out the great amount of profit that there is to be 
had from a small investment in narcotics. In any of the little border 
communities in California, for a small investment you can get a 
return—and I say that you can buy these narcotics without too 
much trouble—you get a return of anywhere from 500 to 1,000 per- 
cent on your money. So naturally it draws a lot of people there. 

Recently we have found that we have had an influx from Louisiana 
and Texas and some of the other States who have recently installed 
stricter rules and stricter laws concerning the peddling of narcotics 
and possession. All of these people have now come to Los Angeles, 
where the California law is much more lenient. 

Senator Dante. Now, I believe your first recommendation to me 
yesterday—and I will ask you if you wish to make that recommenda- 
tion to the committee—is that we do look at the problem in Los 
Angeles. 

Mr. Murpuy. I think that is an excellent idea, I think that— 
I imagine that Los Angeles probably. now would rank about second 
in narcotics. 
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Senator Danrev. Actually, you are correct as far as the reported 
addicts are concerned. Los Angeles has reported to the Bureau of 
Narcotics the second largest number of known addicts in the Nation, 
New York City being the first. But Commissioner Anslinger told 
the committee that actually the reporting system in Los Angeles is 
pretty slow, and that they have not reported as rapidly as New York 
City. So the two cities may be more comparable on the number of 
addicts. But, for the record, I will say to you that as far as arrests 
and convictions are concerned in the Nation, Los Angeles leads the 
Nation. It is the highest in the entire Nation, with 12,000 arrests 
and 4,000 convictions during 1953 and 1954; New York City, 8,000 
arrests and 6,000 convictions. 

Now, you had another recommendation, Mr. Murphy, I believe, 
in connection with your or iginal interest in this matter, and that is 
the making of a moving picture. Would you tell us about that? 

Mr. Murpny. Yes, sir. I think that every medium of communica- 
tion to the public in combating this problem should be taken. Now, 
there are mediums, but, of course, being in the movie industry and 
being primarily interested in that, I sought to strike at this problem 
from that angle. However, we have certain problems involved there, 
and certainly the wrong kind of movie could do more harm than good. 

realize that pains must be taken to turn out the right kind of 
production for the young people of this country, because I think it 
is a problem primarily of education and not just for the law-enforce- 
ment people. 

Senator Daniet. Your idea was to make a movie which would 
serve as a warning of the dangers and the horrors of narcotics, so that 
it would help in educating young people against them? 

Mr. Murpny. That ismght, sir. I had never been subjected in any 
way or been aware of narcotics in any degree until 4 or 5 years ago, and 
started to become interested in them. However, I have found that 
with young folks being impulsive, as they are, if you hide something 
from them, they immediately become interested in it and want to in- 
vestigate for themselves and want to find out. So instead of hiding 
this thing under a bushel, so to speak, I think that we should bring it 
out in an educational way and show them the end result of narcotics, 
because it is a one-way trail. 

Senator Daniet. Now, you understand that the moving-picture 
industry has cooperated with the Bureau of Narcotics and other law- 
enforcement officials in staying off of the subject to a large extent be- 
cause of the dangers of the wrong kind of film actually causing young 
people to become interested in trying it out instead of being afraid 
of the end result. You understand that? 

Mr. Murpny. Yes, sir; I do understand that, and I am in complete 
agreement with it. However, I do think there is room, and | think now 
is probably the time for the right type of motion picture. 

Senator Danret. Do you think that it might be possible for you to 
work with the Bureau of Narcotics, especially with Mr. Anslinger, 
whose views I know you respect, in working out a film which would 
help instead of hurt in combating the narcotics problem? 

Mr. Murpny. Yes, sir; I certainly believe that could be done, and 
that is the only way that it should be done, in complete cooperation 
with Mr. Anslinger. 
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Senator Daniev. And is it still your idea to try to work toward such 
a film in the future? 

Mr. Murpuy. I would like to work up a story line and be able to 
present it to Mr. Anslinger for his approval, and also would have to 
go through the Green office, which represents the motion-picture 
industry. 

Senator Danie. If you do that while this committee is still work- 
ing, I hope you will favor us with any information that you might 
have, and we assure you of our cooperation in every way. 

Mr. Murpnuy. Thank you. 

Senator WreLker. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Danre.. Yes. 

Senator WeLker. I think that Senator Daniel and the Senator 
from Idaho might very well help you write the script. 

Senator DanieL. Our committee records, I believe, may have some 
very interesting things for you to consider. We will cooperate with 
you, especially because of your fine attitude and respect for Com- 
missioner Anslinger’s views and his apprehension of any type of pic- 
ture that might do harm as far as young people are concerned. 

Mr. Murpuy. It is something that should be given the utmost 
attention to, and thought, and I would like to say this, that this 
narcotic problem, as I said before, is not just the job of the law- 
enforcement agencies, but is the job of everyone. The citizens them- 
selves must also become educated. 

You know, you find a lot of apathy concerning narcotics because 
we all feel like, well, sort of like the war in Korea. We were not too 
concerned about it because this just couldn’t happen to us, you know, 
unless we happened to lose someone, and it becomes closer to you. 
Then you become aware of it. But it can happen to us, to our chil- 
dren who are subjected to these peddlers and pushers, because once 
they become addicted, they have to obtain these narcotics from some 
source, and usually they go out and try to recruit some other people 
so that they will have someone to sell it to themselves. 

I have found from study in Los Angeles I think we could safely say 
that 70 percent of the crime there stems from narcotics, from these 
addicts who start out possibly by passing bad checks and petty thiev- 
ery to burglarizing, safecracking, and armed robbery, and ultimately 
to murder in some cases. They will go to any means to obtain this 
drug once they are hooked. 

Senator Danret. What is your opinion of the crime of peddling and 
smuggling narcotics as compared with other crimes? 

Mr. Murpuy. Well, in my mind, to subject American youth to this 
one-way road and add them to the legion of living dead, which is 
what it amounts to, I think that the penalty should be, to my mind, 
the same as kidnaping, because I think in many ways it is just as bad. 

Senator Dante... 1 suppose you would agree with one of the United 
States district attorneys of New York who told us that it was really 
murder on the installment plan. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Murpny. I certainly do, and that is a very apt description. 
I don’t know. I am certainly no expert on this, but 1 do know that 
I have observed more than the average man on the street and in the 
average home would know about it, because it is awfully hard to come 
in this close contact unless you have the opportunity that I had. 

You can be around some of these addicts and not know it, but they 
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cannot hold a job for any length of time. So they have no way to 
obtain this except to aailan to go into other types of crime. 

As I said, I started out studying it to see their mannerisms and how 
they reacted, and so forth, and the kind of clothes they affect. They 
usually will affect a pair of dark glasses even at night. They don’t 
like the light. And they come out mostly at night and they wear blue 
suede shoes and they sport loose-fitting sport clothes and usually a 
coat even on a warm night, because they get cold easily. Their blood 
count is very low. 

And all these things, in making a motion picture of any type, you 
try to learn all you can about the character and the nature of these 
things, and all in all, it has been a very interesting thing, but more 
than from the motion-picture standpoint, it has brought to my mind 
the great need for an arousing of the citizens of this country toward 
this problem, because it could grow, I think, into a terrific thing in the 
hands of, for example, the Communist conspiracy, which could turn 
this to a terrific weapon toward their own needs in many instances. 

Senator Danrex. Senator Welker, do you have a question? 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Mr. Murphy, it is a great honor to be seated here with such an 
illustrious and fine witness before us. I must disagree with my 
distinguished friend and colleague, the Senator from Texas, when he 
says that you area Texan. You belong to all of America, ‘and your 
great tribute to America by coming here today, in my opinion, nearly 
equals that that you did in World War II. 

Now, Mr. Murphy, I take it that you feel that education is the 
thing that we need with respect to narcotics; is that correct? 

Mr. Murpuy. I do, sir. 

Senator Weiker. And that education should start in the home, in 
the school, in the churches; it should go to every organization possible, 
and by virtue of the medium of motion pictures, you hope to reach 
millions of people with the tragic story; is that correct? 

Mr. Murpuy. That is true; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Mr. Murphy, you know, to actually por- 
tray the sad, tragic story of narcotics would probably be repulsive to 
many of the viewers of motion pictures, and therefore probably the 
Green office or someone else—Joe Green—would probably cut it out 
because of the repulsiveness if you actually portrayed the real facts 
and figures of this; is that correct? 

Mr. Murpuy. That is true. I am afraid that would happen. 

Senator WeLtKer. And you would use your effort actually to 
portray a true story to the American people, such as Sergeant Friday 
does on television, and the old series that Metro used to make, called 
Crime Doesn’t Pay? 

Mr. Murpuy. Yes, sir. If it is not a true story, Senator, I do 
not think that it has the value that we are looking for. 

Senator WeLKer. Now, I only want to show you one thing, Mr. 
Murphy. No doubt you are familiar with it, and you have probably 
seen like exhibits in actual life. We received this exhibit yesterday 
from the Metropolitan Police Department. It shows something 
in my opinion that is a tragic and terrible thing, and I want your 
observation as to whether or not you could film such a disastrous 
thing on the screen. So with the permission of the Chair, I would 





910 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


like to bring down an exhibit and direct your attention to about 
three pictures. 

Mr. Murphy, directing your attention to exhibit No. 1, I am 
showing you an actual photograph of an addict who had been on drugs 
for some 3 or 4 years. You will see in exhibit No. 1 the right leg 
and thigh of the addict which shows by virtue of the injections into 
that right leg and thigh, that the right leg and thigh is nearly rotted. 
Is that a correct conclusion? 

Mr. Murpuy. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkeEr. Now, directing, your attention to Exhibit No. 2, 
I am showing you the left arm of the witness, or the addict, showing 
terrific abscesses, terrific scars. And directing your attention again, 
I am showing you another exhibit of the same addict showing you 
that the leg is practically rotted from the effects of narcotic injections. 

Now, to further convince you that this is a tragic thing, I will 
show you the picture of the suspect without looking at places where 
she has used the narcotic needle. You will see a rather beautiful, 
young American woman. Now, taking the paper away, you see her 
right arm, which is shriveled, nearly rotted from the effects of the 
injections of narcotics. 

Now, Mr. Murphy, I am wondering whether or not you could use 
such a terrible, horrible looking exhibit in a motion picture. 

Mr. Murpuy. Senator, I am wondering that, too. But I will tell 
you this. I think we should be allowed to use them. 

Senator WreLker. Well, to be effective, I think you should have 
the whole truth, and even ‘though it is going to be horrible to look at, 
and shocking, is it not your opinion that perhaps the American people 
need a little shock when it comes to this terrible problem of dope 
addiction? 

Mr. Murpuy. I certainly do. 

Senator WeLker. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 

Senator Dante. Mr. Murphy, I want to thank you on behalf of 
the committee for coming before us today. If you have any further 
recommendations to make to us now or in the future or when we 
come to Los Angeles, I want you to know that we will appreciate 
anything further that you might give this committee. 

Mr. Murrny. Thank you, Senator Daniel. It has been a privilege 
to appear here this morning, ‘and I intend in whatever way I can from 
this point forward, any time I get a chance, to bring this before the 
right people and to help the youth of America to steer clear of this 
pitfall. I intend to do it. And I think it is the duty of every one 
of us here in every home in the country to give this thing a little 
thought before it is too late. Thank you. 

Senator DanieL. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Murpuy. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Danrge.. Dr. Harry Friedenberg. 

Dr. Friedenberg, will you raise your ‘Tight hand, sir? Do you 
solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to this sub- 
committee of the Judiciary Committee of the United States Senate 
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. I do, sir. 

Senator Danret. You may be seated, Dr. Friedenberg. Dr. 
Friedenberg, are you accompanied by counsel? 
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Dr. FRrEDENBERG. I am sir. 

Senator Danrev. Will you identify yourself, Mr. Counsel, for the 
record? 

Mr. AcKEeRLY. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert 
Ackerly, attorney and member of the bar of the District Court for the 
District of Columbia and the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia, and have offices in the Cafritz Building here in 
Washington, D. C. 

Senator DanreL. Now, do you have other counsel? 

Mr. Ackerzty. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Irevan. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee my name 
is Charles M. Irelan. I am an attorney at law, maintaining offices 
in the Washington Loan and Trust Building, in Washington. 


TESTIMONY OF DR. HARRY FRIEDENBERG, WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT ACKERLY AND CHARLES M. IRELAN, 
HIS ATTORNEYS 


Mr. IrevaN. Is it appropriate at this time to make a statement 
in behalf of the witness? 

Senator DanreL. No. It is not appropriate for a statement, but 
we shall in just a moment have a period in which you might discuss 
with the committee anything you might have in mind. We will 
discuss it with you in just a minute, Mr. Irelan. 

Mr. IRELAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danie. Mr. Irelan, will you come up and talk to the 
committee and other counsel? We will have a 1l-minute recess here 
while we confer. 

(The subcommittee proceeded in executive session, the transcript 
of which will be found in a separate volume. ) 

(The subcommittee resumed its open hearings at 10:55 a. m.) 

Senator Dante. The committee will come to order. 

Dr. Friedenberg, as I understand it, you have no further objection 
to pictures being taken as long as the photographers do not hover 
around over you and interfere with you. So therefore, the photogra- 
phers are at liberty to take pictures of any of the proceeding that they 
may desire. 

Nor, Mr. Irelan, you having conferred with the committee in 
executive session and understanding the purpose of your statement, 
the committee has decided that you may make a statement before we 
begin examining Dr. Friedenberg. 

Mr. Irevan. Thank you Senator. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, Dr. Harry Friedenberg appears before you this morn- 
ing in response to a subpena from this committee served on him the 
night before last while vacationing in Florida. At the outset, | want 
to say that we regret the doctor could not appear in strict accordance 
with the subpena at 9:30 yesterday morning. That, however, was 
physically impossible. He did return yesterday afternoon, and is 
happy to appear before you this morning. 

In response to the subpena, which is a duces tecum, Dr. Friedenberg 
brings with him those records and those documents which we believe 
you intended and which we believe you want. We therefore tender 
those to the committee. In the development of the testimony, it 
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may be that we shall object to the admission and examination of 
some of the records, and, of course, will not object to the admission 
and examination of other records. 

We welcome this opportunity to appear before the committee. 

Dr. Friedenberg does not feel that he must defend himself, but he 
does want to answer your questions and cooperate with you, and | 
assure you that his counsel wishes to cooperate with the committee 
to the fullest extent, and it is with that spirit that we come before you. 

Senator Danrev. Thank you very much, Mr. Irelan. 

Dr. Friedenberg, you have stated your name. You are Dr. Harry 
Friedenberg? 

Dr. Frrepensera. That is correct. 

Senator Danrex. And your residence? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Residence? 

Senator Danteu. Yes. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. 4519 36th Street NW., Washington, D. C, 

Senator Danrex. And you are a medical doctor? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I am, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And how long have you been engaged in the 
practice of medicine? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Well, I got my license and also my certificate 
to practice here in the District in 1925. So that makes it approxi- 
mately 30 years. 

Senator Daniex. Are you still licensed to practice here in the 
District? 

Dr. FrRiEDENBERG. I am, sir. 

Senator Danret. And where are your offices? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. 1726 I St NW. 

Senator Danret. Now, have you specialized in any certain type of 
practice here? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Well, I am what they call an internal medicine, 
or specialist in internal medicine, and that degree was conferred by 
the University of Pennsylvania in 1929. I am a specialist in internal 
medicine. 

Senator Danieu. Where else? 

Dr. FrrepenserGc. But I do a large degree of general practice, 
excluding surgery. 

Senator DanreL. Have you specialized in treatment of alcoholics, 
or drug addicts? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Alcoholics, yes; not drug addicts, that is, not 
since I had some of this institutional work in which I did, but not 
since I have been away from there. 

Senator Danie. Where did you have the institutional work on 
drug addicts? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. In Binghamton State Hospital. That is a New 
York State hospital. Then I was connected with Gallinger here in 
my early years, also. 

Senator Danie.. Here in the District? 

Dr. FrrepenseRG. Within the District. 

Senator Danie. And how long did you specialize in narcotics work 
in New York State? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. I must have misled you. I did not specialize 
in narcotics work. 

Senator DanieL. Just explain what experience you have. 
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Dr. FrieDENBERG. I mean, we had some experience in having some 
patients who were addicts, both at Gallinger and at Binghamton 
State. But I was not specializing in that, no. 

Senator Danie. And did you treat those patients, those narcotic 
addicts, or assist in the treatment? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I would put it that I assisted in the treatments; 
yes. 

’ Senator Danie. And during your practice here, say, in 1953 or 
1954, did you treat a large number of alcoholics? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Alcoholics, yes. Not 1954; 1953, yes. 

Senator Danrex. 1953? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. And up to the first part of 1954, but after that 
I just stopped. 

Senator DanreL. And why did you stop? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Because of publicity, and the unfavorable pub- 
licity, and I felt that it was hurting me. And that is why I stopped. 

Senator Danret. Is it true that you told the officers that you had 
lost about half of your practice when you stopped treating alcoholics? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. I didn’t tell the officers anything. 

Senator Danreu. Tell us about how many of your patients were 
alcoholics when you stopped in 1954. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. To be frank with you, I couldn’t put it in any 
large numbers, because, as I say, I was doing a large general practice. 
I would say probably about, maybe, somewhere Rekeréed 10 and 20 
percent; only 10 or 20 percent were alcoholics. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever use a higher percentage in speaking 
to officers or to anyone that you can remember in saying that you had 
lost a higher percentage of your patients after the officers had told 
you that you should stop prescribing drugs for alcoholics? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. No. I made no such statement to any police 
officers that I recall. 

Senator DanreLt. Now, you understand, Dr. Friedenberg, that you 
may consult with counsel at any time that you desire. 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Counsel will understand that they should not 
suggest answers, but that the witness may consult with you any time 
he desires to do so. 

Now, did you make such a statement to anyone else? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I don’t recall any such statement, sir. 

Senator Danrev. To anyone else? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. No. I know I have made general statements 
that I have cut a lot of nightwork, a lot of emergency work, and 
mostly alcoholics, and I don’t remember any specific person I made 
that statement to. 

Senator DanreL. Now, Doctor, according to the evidence which 
was introduced here yesterday, you obtained during 1943 morphine 
sulfate, grain: one-fourth hypodermic tablets, 2,507. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I think you meant 1953, did you not? Did you 
sav 1943 or 1953? 

Senator Danrex. 1953, I meant to say. 

Dr. FriepensBeErG. | think that is correct. I have those records, 
yes. 

Senator Dantreu. I believe that figure is the amount that you used 
during that year. 
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Dr. FriepenBERG. Approximately; pretty close, yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Now, would you explain to the committee what 
use you made of these morphine sulfate hypodermic tablets? 

Dr. FriepeENBERG. Well, every one of Sane tablets were adminis- 
tered by me personally to cases that I felt needed them. During 
that year I had 6 cancer cases, probably 7, and they used large 
amounts. Of course, I had other types of cases. I had heart cases, 
kidney cases, gall bladder cases, and also in some of the alcoholics 
where it was necessary to give them, I gave it, I mean, at the time. 

Senator Danie. Did you keep a record of the patients to whom 
you prescribed, or to whom you administered, these morphine sulfate 
tablets? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danie. And do you have that record with you? 

Dr. FrrepenperG. Yes. May I consult counsel? 

Senator Danie. Yes, you may consult your counsel. 

(The witness consults with his counsel.) 

Mr. Ackrerty. Mr. Chairman, may the doctor amplify his last 
answer? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. That last question that you asked me, may I 
amplify it, please? 

Senator WreLkKER. Let us have the question read back. 

(Question read.) 

Dr. Frrepenserc. I thought vou asked, did I keep a record. 

Senator Danige.. I asked you that, and you said you did keep a 
record of the patients to whom you administered morphine sulfate 
hypodermic tablets. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Yes. Then I would like to qualify just how those 
records were kept. Up until June 1954 they were kept on the person’s 
or patient’s personal file cards, or personal records. After that, 
from June 1954 until the present date, they are kept separately. 
That is, any narcotic administration is kept in a separate book with 
that patient’s name and the information as requested by the District 
Code. 

Senator Danie.. Prior to June 1954, then, you have the information 
on the cards of your individual patients? 

Dr. Friepenserc. That is right; that is cerrect, sir. 

Senator Danrext. And did you bring those cards with you for the 
vear of 1953? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I have so; ves, sir. 

Senator Danis. All right. Have you checked to see how many 
of those patients you were treating for alcoholism? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No; I have not divided them into diagnosis for 
alcoholism. 

Senator Daniet. About how many patients, to the best of your 
recollection, would you say you were treating during 1953 for 
alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepenperG. Well, I may have seen alcoholics off and on. 
Of course, if you take it that way, it would run into a large number. 
I may have seen one | or 2 times or a few times. 

Senator Danie.. Approximately how many during the period for 
whom you prescribed morphine sulphate? 

Dr. FriepENRERG. Probably somewhere in the neighborhood of 
about 50. 
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Senator Danrex. All right. The records show that vou admin- 
istered morphine sulfate and atropine, grain: one-fourth, hypodermic 
tablets, in addition to those J have already asked you about, a total 
of 2,585 during 1953. Is that correct? 

Dr. Friepenrere. | think that is a correct statement. But | 
wish to correct, or try to give you the impression, that they were not 
given exclusively to alcoholics. 

Senator Daniex. You have so testified. 

Mr. Irevan. Mr. Chairman, you would have no objection if the 
doctor refers to his records as he testifies? 

Senator DanreL. None whatever. You may refer to your records as 
you testify if you desire to do so. 

Doctor, I believe you have already said they were not given exclu- 
sively to alcoholics. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. But you did administer some of both of these 
types of morphine compounds to alcoholics? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. When I thought it was indicated, ves, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Now, the record also shows that you adminis- 
tered pantopon, one-third grain hypodermic tablets, 18; dolophine, 
20 ce. vials, 20 milligrams per cc., 1,033 cc., and demerol, 30 cc. vials, 
50 milligrams per cc., 465 during 1953. Now, do you realize, Doctor, 
that this total that you administered, according to the comparison 
made before the committee yesterday, is more than was administered 
by the Casualty Hospital during the same vear, in which many 


. patients, of course, are treated? 


Dr. FrrepenrerG. Well, I do not have the figures for Casualty, so 
I can’t answer that, sir. 

Senator DanieL. You have never heard that comparison made 
before? 

Dr. Frrepenrere. No. 

Senator Dante. Well, I will say to you, then, that the committee 
yesterday was given evidence to that effect. 

Now, would you explain to the committee, Doctor, how it happens 
that you have adminisiered such a large amount of narcotic drugs in 
your practice during 1953? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I would say that at that time I had 6 or 7 
cancer cases that were very bad cases. One of the greatest things in 
the practice of medicine is the relief of pain. When a person has 
pain, there is nothing that is going to relieve it except really a narcotic. 
You can go ahead and give all the aspirin 

Senator DanieL. Go ahead, sir. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. You could give your aspirin and your other 
things. You are not going to get relief. And what happens, well, 
they either have to call you back in or get some other doctor. And in 
cancer cases or gall bladder or heart, with pain, I was freely using 
medicine to relieve the pain. And where—— 

Senator DanieL. Now, the 6 or 7 cancer cases, but how much of 
this narcotics did you administer in those cases? 

Dr. FriepeNsBerG. Probably over half of the total amount. 

Senator DanieL. You have the cards and can tell us exactly how 
much was administered to these patients; is that correct, sir? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. May I consult with my counsel? 
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Senator DanieL.. You may consult your counsel at any time. 

(The witness consults with counsel.) 

Dr. FriepENBERG. As I mentioned before, previous to June of 1954, 
I did not keep separate records, but I just kept the records on the 
cards. And it is true that I did not put down every time I went or 
administered a dose of medicine on those cards. 

Senator DanigeL. Well 

Dr. FriepENBERG. To be frank with you, at that time I did not 
think it was necessary or that it was required by law, at that time. 

Senator Danret. Now, Doctor, I did not ask you about a dose of 
medicine. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I meant a dose of narcotics, then. 

Senator Daniev. I had previously asked you whether or not you 
kept a record of the narcotics that you had administered to your 
patients, and I understood you to say that prior to June 1954, you 
did keep such a record on the individual patient cards. Now, did 
I understand you correctly? 

Dr. FrispenserG. You understood me correctly. And like, say, 
at the—— 

Senator DanieL. And we were speaking only of narcotics? 

Dr. FRrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. Now, that is for 

Dr. FrimepenseRG. Well, of course, on their records they have 
other information besides that. 

Senator Danisu. Oh, surely. But I want to ask you if that is 
correct. Was your answer to my question correct? 

Dr. FrizspenserG. That I kept a certain degree of information, but 
it was not complete information. For instance, I did not put down 
every visit on the cards. 

Senator Wertker. Doctor, I am having trouble hearing you. 
Would you mind speaking up, please. I do not believe that is a 
loudspeaker. If you would just raise your voice, please. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I said that although I kept the records on the 
cards, I did not previous to June 1954—I did not put down every visit 
that I made to patients and every dose of medicine or narcotics. 
I did not put that on the card. 

Senator Daniet. Then you are now saying that the answer that 
you previously gave, that you had kept the record of the narcotics 
administered to each patient on the individual patient’s card, is 
incorrect? 

Dr. Frrepensere. If I used the word ‘“‘complete”’ in one place and 
the other, then it is incorrect, yes, sir. 

Senator DanrieL. I do not remember using the word “complete.” 
I simply asked if you kept a record of the narcotics you administered 
to patients on the individual patient records prior to June, 1954. 

Dr. FrizpDENBERG. May I consult my counsel? 

(The witness consulted with his counsel). 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I have made a record of every patient I treated, 
every patient. The records are substantially complete, but it does 
not account for the total amount of the narcotics, if that is the point 
you are trying to bring out. 

Senator DANIEL. That is the point. That is the point that I asked 
you about earlier and on which you earlier told us that you did keep 
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a record of the narcotics administered to each patient on the individual 
patient cards prior to June, 1954. 

Is that not correct? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 
Senator Danre.. We understood you correctly to say that, did we 
not? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. I guess you did. 

Senator DanreL. Now, do you wish 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But the thing that I was trying to convey is 
just what I am trying to convey right now, that although the records 
are substantially complete, it would not account for the absolute 
total amount previous to June 1954. 

Senator Dante. All right. Then you are saying now that your 
previous answer was not correct? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I guess, then, I will have to say so, yes. 

Senator Danrex. And you are saying now that you did not keep a 
record of all narcotics administered by you to your patients prior to 
June, 1954? Is that correct? 

Dr. FR1EDENBERG. It is substantially on there, but it is not com- 
plete, sir. 

Senator Danie. Not complete. 
Senator We.LKeR. Mr. Chairman, may I interrogate right on that 
ine? 

Senator Danret. Senator Welker. 

Senator Wetker. Dr. Friedenberg, you stated heretofore that you 
treated some 5 or 6 very terrible cases of cancer during the year 1953. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And that you used a large amount of narcotics 
in their treatment? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. To alleviate the suffering. 

Did you keep a record, an actual record, of the amount of narcotics 
used on each and every one of the cancer patients? 

Dr. FrR1rEpENBERG. No, because the Federal Code said that 

Senator WELKER. I am not asking you what the Federal Code said. 


I asked you whether or not you kept a record of the amount used for 
the cancer patients. 


Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, sir, I didn’t. 

Senator WELKER. What kind of patients did you keep a record of? 

ee FRIEDENBERG. I kept a record of all of my patients. I havea 
reco 

Senator WeLKerR. With respect to narcotics; directing my inquiry 
only to the record of the amount of narcotics dispensed by you, what 
kind of patients did you keep a record of? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeEre. I kept a record of all the patients. 

Senator WeLKer. Now, apparently you do not understand me, 
Doctor. Probably I am clumsy at the question. You did keep a 
record of the amount of narcotics used on some sort of patients, did 
you not? 

Dr. Friepenserc. After June, 1954 I kept a record. 

Senator We.LKer. After June, 1954. I am directing my questions 
to the year 1953. What kind of patients did you keep a record of as 
to the amount and type of narcotics used upon the patients? 
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Dr. FrrepensBerG. [| will have to consult my counsel. 

(The witness consulted with counsel.) 

Senator Dante. All right. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I kept a record of all my patients, but because 
of the fact that the Federal Code says that you do not have to—— 

Senator WELKER. Now, Doctor 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It is the only way I can explain the thing. 

Senator WELKER. Very well. Go ahead and explain it. 

Now, because of the fact, what? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Because of the fact that the Federal Code 
specifically states that when you are in personal attendance of any 
patient, you do not have to keep such a detailed record, I did not keep 
a detailed record previous to 1954. 

Senator We.LkeR. Now that you have gone into the law of the 
matter, how about the Narcotic Control Act of the District of Co- 
lumbia? That required you to keep a record, did it not? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is a legal thing I think that my attorneys 
can explain about. 

Senator WreLker. You are the man who brought the legal matter 
into it. Now, I am asking you if you are familiar with that. 

Dr. FriepenBEeRG. Well, I am now, but even that law is not 
correct. 

Senator WeLkKrr. You think that is not correct? 

Dr. FriepenserG. No. It says that certain forms should have 
been given me, and I never received any such forms. They are not 
even In existence. 

Senator WreLKER. May I ask you if it is not a fact prior to my 
interrogation of you, you came out under oath and made the state- 
ment that you kept an accurate account of the narcotics used upon 
narcotic patients, or cancer patients. Now, do you want to deny 
that you made that? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I did not think that I made that statement 
previous to 1954. If I said that, then I deny it, because I didn’t—— 

Senator We.kEerR. Now, we do not want to confuse you, Doctor, 
at all. But all of the Senators here had that impression of having 
heard you so testify. And if you made a slip, naturally, we want you 
to correct that. 

It is your testimony now that you kept no record of narcotics used 
upon any kind of patients during the year 1953? 

Dr. FrizpENBERG. No. That is not a correct statement. 

Senator Wetker. All right. Now you tell me the number of 
cases and the types of cases that you kept a record of the narcotics 
used on the patients during the year 1953. 

Dr. FrRiEDENBERG. When you used the words ‘‘kept a record of 
the narcotics,”’ you mean that I just got a notation there that a 
narcotic was used on them? 


Senator WreL_kmr. Yes, and what type it was and how much and for 


what. 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. Well, my record will not show how much. It 
will show the type. It will show the disagnosis of the patient, what 
they were treated for. 

Senator WELKER. Does it show you used a narcotic on them? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, yes. 

Senator WELKER. Doctor, you made—— 
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Senator DanigeL. The doctor said, “In some cases.”’ 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. In all cases where it was used, it will show 
that it was used. 

Senator WeLkerR. Doctor, you kept a record in code, did you not? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. No. 

Senator WELKER. Code only known to you? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. No. I may use a word or two that conveys a 
sentence to me, but it is not a code. It is an English word. 

Senator WELKER. Well, all right. Let us say the ‘‘code”’ is wrong. 
You kept a record in language that would be hard for anyone other 
than Dr. Friedenberg to understand, did you not? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. To convey the whole sense, probably so. But 
I] think it is very simple myself. Instead of using—— 

Senator WELKER. Very simple. But would it be very simple for a 
narcotics inspector to find out what you used and what you did in 
the year 1953 with respect to narcotics? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. [| guess not, no. 

Senator WeL_KEeR. You guess not. You know not, do you not, 
Doctor? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I| know not. 

Senator WELKER. I have no more interrogation at this time. 

Mr. Irevan. I submit 

Senator Danie. Now, do you have with you the cards showing 
your patients for 1953? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I do, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Will you make those available to the committee 
in order that we might study them. 

Mr. Irevan. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dante. Mr. Irelan. 

Mr. Iretan. We claim those patient cards are privileged as be- 
tween the doctor and the patient. We strenuously object to the turn- 
ing over and the submission and the examination of the individual 
patient cards. The records, the separate records, kept from June of 
1954 with respect to the administering of narcotics are, of course, 
entirely available. We do claim that there is a privilege on these 
patient cards. 

Senator Danie. Just a moment. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator DanreL. Mr. Irelan, the committee will respect your 
objection insofar as it concerns these cards a part of the record. 
However, the committee does request the cards for our examination 
in order that we might see how the records were kept for the purpose 
of arriving at some determination as to what we should recommend 
to the Congress concerning records of this kind for the future. There- 
fore our request now is simply that the committee be given the cards 
for examination by the committee in executive session and that they 
not be made a part of this record. With that understanding, do you 
have any objection to letting the committee examine the cards? 

Mr. Irevan. Yes, we do, and I would like Mr. Ackerly to speak 
upon that point. 

Senator Danie.. There is no need of speaking. If you still object, 
with that understanding as to the only use to be made of the cards, 
we will respect your objection. If you do not wish the committee to 
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see the cards, we will have to respect your objection because they do 
constitute a privileged communication between doctor and patient. 

Mr. Irevan. Senator, we feel that to divulge these patient cards 
to anyone, which includes the committee, would be a violation of that 
privileged communication between doctor and patient. We feel 
frankly that Dr. Friedenberg would violate the District of Columbia 
law if he did that. 

Senator Dante. Let me ask you this. Would you furnish to this 
committee copies of those cards without the names shown thereon? 
You can understand that what this committee is interested in is seeing 
what changes should be made in the present laws, what should be 
done about this matter, and that is the information we want. We 
‘are not interested in the names. We are interested simply in the 
records that were kept by one doctor as an illustration or an example 
before the committee in considering what kind of records should be 
required for the future in such cases. Now, with that understanding, 
would you be willing to make those cards and information thereon, 
without the names, available to this committee? 

Mr. Irevan. Mr. Chairman, would you indulge us for a time 
on that and perhaps let me go over it with the doctor, perhaps at the 
luncheon recess, and let you know a little later in the day? 

Senator Danrev. Yes, we will. You can give us your answer 
to the last request after the noon recess. 

Mr. Irevan. Thank you. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danre.. Senator O’Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manoney. In order to explain to counsel what is in the 
mind of at least one member of the committee—lI have not had the 
opportunity to consult with the others—I think it ought to be pointed 
out that my interest in the testimony of the witness is to develop what 
he knows about the use and administration of narcotic drugs. That 
if our problem. 

He has already testified, without objection on the part of counsel, 
that he administered to many patients and that he administered large 
amounts of narcotics. We are not at all interested, as far as I am 
concerned, in making any case against any of the patients, nor, 
indeed, in making a case against the doctor. This is not a grand 
jury. This is a committee of Congress seeking information in order 
to protect the youth of the land for the future, and on that matter, 
here is a doctor before us who acknowledges that he has administered 
narcotic drugs in this community. He knows the amounts that he 
administered. He knows the reasons why he administered them. 
He knows the type of patients to which he administered them, and I 
think all of those questions are absolutely pertinent, and I hope that 
in your conference with your witness during the noon hour, you will 
give this consideration, so that we will get this information which is 
essential if we are to recommend for enactment in the District of 
Columbia, in the States, and by the Federal Congress, laws adequate 
to raise a bar against the abuse of narcotics by patients as well as by 
doctors. 

Mr. Irean. Senator, it is certainly with that spirit in mind that 
we shall give this consideration. 

Senator DanteL. Now, Doctor, did you prescribe narcotics on pre- 
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scription blanks to other patients than those to whom you administered 
them personally during 1953? 

Dr. FrrepensBereG. In a relatively, very few instances, probably 
more than the average, much more than the average, I rarely did. 
There are a few instances of a small amount, but that has been very 
rare, and much less—there are a lot of doctors, especially surgeons 
and some of the others, who prefer writing prescriptions. They write 
large prescriptions and probably use very little medicine personally. 
That is the difference of my practice and the other doctors’ practices. 
I felt that I had better control of my patients, I had better control 
of my medicine, if I personally did the treating. 

When you give a patient a prescription for 20, 40, 50, or 100, yes, 
you make addicts, but you do not make an addict, a doctor does 
not make an addict of a person when he administers every dose 
personally. That is a difference. And as far as prescriptions, as far 
as true morphine, no, I gave no prescriptions at all as far as a mixture 
of empirin with codeine—codeine is a medicine that is used very 
widely; it is used in cough medicines, it is used for children—yes, I 
have given quite a bit of empirin—not quite a bit, but I have given 
maybe an average of empirin with codeine. I have used some nar- 
cotics in prescriptions in cough medicines, but not more than an 
average case. 

But as far as writing prescriptions for pure narcotics, whether the 
synthetic or the pure, those records are in every drugstore. When a 
doctor writes a prescription they are kept in a drugstore. They can 
be checked 100 percent, and the narcotic man can go through every 
drugstore in Washington and he will find, if there were 6 or 12, and 
if they were, they were nothing but tablets of demerol for cases 
that absolutely needed them. But there were so few of true morphine, 
true pantapon, true dilaudid, or any of those, no, you will not find 
such a prescription of mine. And that accounts for the difference in 
the number of narcotics. 

I used mine personally in controlling my patients, and relieving 
them. The other doctors give prescriptions. There are doctors who 
have used more than I have, but they have done it in a different way. 
That is all. That is the difference. 

Seantor Danret. Do you personally know that other doctors in 
the District have used more narcotics than you did in 1953? 

Dr. Frrepenserec. Getting around with doctors, I know what they 
do. Like I say, a surgeon doesn’t bother with seeing his patients 
maybe a dozen or so times after he operates. He would rather give 
a patient a prescription. 

Senator Danrex. My question is this: Are you testifying now that 
you know of other doctors in the District who prescribed more nar- 
cotics in 1953 than you did? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No, sir; because I do not know the details ‘of 
any other doctor’s practice. I really do not. a 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 4 

Senator Danie. Senator O’Mahoney. ry 

Senator O’Manoney. As I understand your testimony—and I am 
going to ask the reporter to read it, if necessary—in describing the 
difference between the method that you used for the administration 
of narcotics and the method used by other doctors, you said that some 
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of them give the prescriptions to the patients to be administered by 
the patients themselves; is that right? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. That is right; that is, to be used, whether it is 
to be administered or taken by mouth, but to be used by the patients 
themselves. 

Senator Dante. oe say that they gave those prescriptions in 
such numbers running up to about a hundred? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No, no, I wouldn’t say a hundred. The usual 
thing would be, maybe, 12, 20, 2 25, or in certain synthetics it may be 50. 

Senator O’MaHoney. Now, will the reporter turn in the record to 
the original statement of the doctor? 

(The record was read by the reporter.) 

Senator O’Manoney. ‘20, 40, or 50, or 100.” 

Dr. Frizepenserea. I guess I was just talking rapidly. But I don’t 
think any doctors give a hundred. I don’t think so, really. 

Senator O’Manonry. The second time you said, “50.” That was 
your maximum the second time. 

Dr. FriepenserG. Probably of a synthetic, or demerol tablets 
sometimes are used in fifties. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, what would be the effect upon the 
patients of administering narcotics by prescription in that manner, 
giving them as much as 50 doses to handle themselves? 

Dr. Frrepensera. Well, when you give 50 tablets of demerol, that 
is a different effect entirely. Really, tablets of demerol have very 
little narcotic effect, as far as that——— 

Senator O’Manoney. Now, Doctor, you are getting off the ques- 
tion, and you should not do that, because we are merely trying to get 
at the facts. Now, you testified that some doctors give large pre- 
scriptions. You testified that you did not do that because you would 
have better control over the patient. 

So now I am trying to find out why you thought you could get 
better control and why you thought that if a doctor prescribes up to 
50 doses for a patient to administer to himself or to herself, that was 
something that you did not want to do. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. No. It is a tendency—if you give a patient a 
prescription, especially for the more potent narcotic drugs—I mean, 
morphine itself—that they are apt to use it more frequently than 
desirable, and that is the way they get in the habit. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, isn’t that a matter of common knowl- 
edge among doctors and druggists that if a patient has a large quan- 
tity of narcotics, that patient, by self-administration, may become 
an addict? 

Dr. FriepenperG. Yes. It is true. But most of those doctors 
also specify maybe once a day, twice a day, or three times a day. 
But patients are strange. They just don’t follow those instructions. 

Senator O’ Manonery. Oh, of course, that is true. But do you know 
of any druggist—and I am not going to ask you the name—but do 
you know of any druggist in the District of Columbia who fills such 
prescriptions for a large amount? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. It would be very common for them to fill 20, 
very common. In fact, that would be the usual prescription for that, 
if it were given in prescr iption, 

Senator O’Manoney. Now, as an expert in the prescription of 
these drugs, what would be your advice to a legislative committee as 
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to whether or not a law should be passed prohibiting any druggist 
from fillmg a prescription for narcotics in greater than a certain 
amount? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. I think—— 

Senator O’Manoney. And what would you recommend with 
respect to a statute forbidding a doctor to give out prescriptions 
which might be administered by the patient himself? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I might give a little statement before. | 
think it is a general cooperation of a doctor and a physician that 
usually the druggist learns—I didn’t mean a doctor and physician—~|! 
meant doctor and pharmacist—that usually the pharmacist learns his 
patient as well as the doctor, and there are certain types of illnesses. 
If he knows that patient has certain types of illness, he wouldn't 
question a prescription. He would fill it. For instance, if he knew 
his patient had cancer or a chronic heart disease, the druggist would 
not hesitate. But if the druggist thought it was a little large prescrip- 
tion for a person, that he didn’t think should, he usually will call the 
doctor and ask him, ‘Is that prescription correct?” Then the doctor 
will—— 

Senator O’Manoney. Don’t you know, Doctor, that it is a matter 
of common knowledge in this narcotics business that there are sources 
from which an undue amount of narcotics is received by persons who 
become addicts and are addicts? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator O’Maunoney. What I am trying to find out is, what should 
we do in addition to what has already been done to place a limit 
upon the distribution of these drugs, which everybody acknowledges 
are very dangerous? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Well, I think the way the thing should be done 
is, like it is now in the District of Columbia Code, except that the 
forms should be furnished to the doctor as they were really—— 

Senator O’Manoney. Except what? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Except the forms should be furnished to the 
doctors like they were supposed to have been furnished, and the 
doctor can go ahead and make a record there that can be inspected. 

Now, each case is a case of its own, and it is hard to regulate in a 
broad statement what one patient should get and another patient 
should not get. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, you are saying that the District au- 
thorities do not furnish the forms upon which doctors could make 
reports? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. If you make the District Code—well, I don’t 
like to get into the legal part of it. I will consult my attorney. 

Senator O’Manoney. There is no reason why you should consult 
your attorney on that. 

Dr. FrrepensBeERG. All right; I won’t then. I will do the best I can. 
If, as the District of Columbia Code is, if it were fixed, what you would 
call foolproof, that is, if the Pharmacy Board will get these forms up 
and furnish each year as the Federal Government does—the Federal 
Government sends a doctor a form every year for the doctor to fill 
out. The doctor fills that out and the Federal Government has con- 
trol. And if the District government would do the same thing, the 
District government will also have control. 
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Senator O’Manonry. Now, do you say that the District govern- 
ment does not do that? 

Dr. FrrepensBerG. It hadn’t up till now. It hasn’t up till now. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think he has indicated 
that we should make inquiry of the District government and find out 
what they are doing about this, and if they are not enforcing the law, 
we should ask them immediately to undertake that enforcement. 

Senator Dante.. We have gone into that, Senator. 

Senator Wre_xer. We went into that yesterday. 

Senator Danrex. In the Senator’s absence, while meeting with 
another important committee yesterday, we went into that, and the 
evidence was developed that the District Board of Pharmacy has not 
supplied forms for reports under the District law. We have some 
other witnesses on that point. I certainly agree with the Senator. 
It is important to go into it. 

But let me ask the witness this, interrupting just a minute, Senator 
O’Mahoney. 

This form you say the Federal Government furnishes you does not 
cover drugs administered personally by the physician, does it? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. It does not. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, the Federal law does require physicians 
who prescribe narcotics by prescription to keep a sare of those 
prescriptions; is that true? 

Dr. FrrepEenBERG. No, it does not. 

Senator Danrgex. Well, you do have a record, though? 

Dr. FrrepenserG, The record is in the drugstore. That remains 
a permanent record. There is a record in the drugstore, but the 
physician does not have to keep a record. The druggist keeps the 
record. 

Senator Danrez. All right. Then you are talking about the 
difference between the way in which you handle the drugs that you 
give the patients and the way most other doctors do. There is, then, 
another difference, pointed out by your testimony, that in the case of 
prescribing the drugs, there is a record made and kept in the drugstore, 
— that can be and is inspected by the Federal officials, you said; 
right? 

"Dr. FRIEDENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator Danrev. But in the case of personally administered drugs, 
there is no record required under Federal law? 

Dr. Frrepensere@. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danieu. Under the Federal law? 

Dr. FrrepensEerG. Under the Federal law. 

Senator Danixzu. Is that correct? 

Dr. FrizpensercG. That is right. 

Senator Danirx. So, there is one difference between the method 
you used and the method that you say most other doctors used. 
Another difference is, is it not true, that when you personally ad- 
minister your drugs, the patient must either come to you for an office 
visit or you must go to the patient’s home? 

Dr. FrigpENBERG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danrgt. Is that correct, sir? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantsex. While if you wrote the prescriptions for patients 
whom you knew had serious illness and could be treated and trusted 
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with a prescription, those personal visits of the doctor would not be 
necessary, would they? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, sir. The law requests in narcotics that 
there be a written prescription—well, a prescription could be for- 
warded one way or another. It would have to be a prescription 
written, whether it be mailed—well, it would have to be mailed or 
someone would have to pick it up. 

Senator Dantsex. Well, say, for example, that you thought a 
patient should have 20 demerol tablets or morphine sulfate tablets. 
If you wrote the prescription, the patient could administer those 20 
tablets to himself? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator Dantet. But the way that you handle it, the patient 
would have to come to your office 20 times or you would have to go to 
the patient 20 times? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator Dantet. Is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator WeLKerR. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Dante. Senator Welker. 

Senator Wetker. Dr. Friedenberg, I will ask you if it is not a fact, 
in your code of ethics as a practitioner of medicine, from the day you 
entered law—or medical school, your internship, and the time you 
started practicing, it was built in your mind this practice that you 
should be careful and keep an accurate record of all narcotics dispensed 
by you? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. When I was in medical school, when I was 
interning, when I served my residencies, I was told what the Federal 
law was. There was no District law at that time. In other words 

Senator Werxer. I am asking you about your ethics and not the 
law, now. Were you told anything about being very careful with 
respect to the dispensation of narcotics? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. And you were told to keep a record thereof? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Only the Federal record. There was no 
District of Columbia record at that time. 

Senator WreLkKer. Only the Federal record? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Senator Daniel interrogated you fully with re- 
spect to that. You were not told anything as a practitioner of medi- 
cine that you should be very careful in every narcotic you prescribed 
and keep a record thereof? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. About using it, I used my best judgment in 
using it, what I thought was best for the patient. As far as that 
pare like I say, I have kept my Federal records like I should have. 
As far as 

Senator We.xker. I did not ask you that, Doctor. 

Will you read the last question to him? 

(The question was read by the reporter.) 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, I was not told. 

Senator WELKER. You were not told that in any of your classes of 
instruction, either in school or internship? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No, sir. 

Senator WeLKer. But you knew it, though, did you not, Doctor? 
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Dr. FrrepENnBERG. No, I didn’t know it. 

Senator WeLKerr. You knew that to carry out the highest ethies—— 

Dr. Frrepensera. That does not say to keep records. 

Senator WELKER. Just a moment. Professional standards for the 
medical profession, you ought to do that, to protect yourself as well 
as your profession; did you not? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. No, I didn’t know it, Senator. 

Senator WeLker. You did not know that. 

Senator Daniex. Doctor, do you have a fixed charge for your visits 
to patients when you personally administer narcotics? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. No more than the ordinary fee I charge any- 
body for any other service. But the amount of charge may vary. | 
mean on an office visit they vary anywhere from $3 to $5. 

Senator DanieL. And a visit to the home? 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. In a home, well, I am one of those oldtime doc- 
tors yet, and I have charged as low at $3, and I used to charge $5, 
but only during the past year I have gone up a little, up on my home 
visits. 

Senator Danrev. All right; then, as far as the Federal law is con- 
cerned, the only form you are required to fill out is when you get nar- 
cotics in bulk to be administered by you to your patients? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. The purchases; yes, sir. 

Senator Danie... The purchases. And then each year there is an 
inventory? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. An inventory. 

Senator Danrev. And you show how much you had left on hand 
from the previous audit? 

Dr. FriepenBerG. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. But the Federal Jaw does not require you, as you 
understand it, to keep individual records of these patients, regardless 
of what the ethics of the provision or the safety of the case would 
require? As | understand it, the Federal law does not réquire you 
- keep a record of the individual patients to whom you administer the 
drug? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. It is only in the case of writing prescriptions for 
the drugs on which there is a record kept, and that is at the drug- 
stores? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. That is right, sir. 

Senator Danie. Now, you say that there was no District law 
requiring you to keep a record of the individual patients to whom you 
administered drugs at the time you began practicing? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Do you know when the District law was passed? 
I have the date here. But do you recall the time it was passed? 

Dr. FriepENnBERG. I think it was somewhere around 1938. 

Senator DanigeL. Do you remember, without saying you remember 
the specific dates—do. you have a recollection of the law being con- 
sidered by Congress and finally reading that it had passed? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. [| had read at various times where it was being 
considered, but I never have read where it was passed. 

Senator Dantet. When was your first knowledge that the 1938 
Uniform Narcotics Act was passed by the Congress in which doctors 
were required to keep records of drugs administered to their patients? 
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Dr. FR1EDENBERG. In June of 1954. 

Senator Dantex. In June of 1954; and you never knew that the 
law was on the books? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator Danreu. Or that there was any law saying that doctors in 
the District should keep a record of such drugs received and admin- 
istered to your patients until June 1954? 

Dr. FrrepenBERG. That is correct, sir; yes. 

Senator Danrex. Well, then, after finding out that the law so 
required, I believe you were charged with failure to keep such records; 
were you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Danire.. And how did you plead in that case originally? 

Dr. FrrspENnBERG. Originally I pleaded nolo contendere. 

Senator Dante.. That is, that you would make no contention one 
way or the other as to your guilt or innocence? 

Dr. FrispENBERG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Dantev. And later how did you plead? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I had it changed to not guilty. 

Senator Danieu. And I believe that it was agreed in that case that 
you had administered personally the amounts of narcotics that were 
put in the record and read back to you today; is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Now, what was your defense in that case? Why 
did you say to the court that you did not keep those records? 

Dr. FrrsDENBERG. Because the law specifically states that the 
Board of Pharmacy shall give these forms or have these forms to give 
them to the doctors. There have never been any such forms. 

Senator Daniex. You did not know about the law at all, though, 
up to that time? 

Dr. FrrepenBERG. No; that is quite right. 

Senator Dantszx. I will read the entire act here for the purpose of 
the record. This is section 411 (a): 

Every physician, dentist, veterinarian, or other person who is authorized to 
administer or professionally use narcotic drugs shall keep a record of such drugs 
received by him and a record of all such drugs as administered, dispensed, or 


professionally used by him otherwise than by prescription in accordance with the 
provisions of subsection (e) of this section. 


Then from section 411 (e): 


The form of record shall be prescribed by the Board of Pharmacy. * * * The 
record of all narcotic drugs sold, administered, dispensed, or otherwise disposed 
of shall show the date of selling, administering, or dispensing, the name and 
address of the person to whom, or for whose use * * * and the kind and quantity 
of drugs. Every such record shall be kept for a period of 2 years from the date 
of the transaction recorded. The keeping of a record required by or under the 
Federal narcotic laws, containing substantially the same information as is speci- 
fied above, shall constitute compliance with this section. 


Now, it was that sentence, ““The form of record shall be prescribed 
by the Board of Pharmacy,” on which you based your defense in that 
case; is that correct, sir? 

Dr. FrrepDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And I believe that a member of the Board of 
Pharmacy or someone connected with it testified, when called by your 
counsel, that the Board had not prescribed such forms since the law 
was passed in 1938? 
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Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre,. And what year was this case of yours before the 
court; last year? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Last year. 

Senator Danie. Last year. Now, do you know whether such forms 
have been prescribed until this date? 

Dr. Frrepensere. As far as I know, they have not been. 

Senator Daninu. But actually, Doctor, your testimony is that, 
form or no form, you did not know there was a law saying that you 
ought to keep a record on the books until June 1954? 

Dr. FrrmpenserG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. So you did not ask the Board of Pharmacy for 
any forms? 

Dr. Frrmprenserc. Not until this came up last year, and then I did 
ask for them. 

Senator Danie. You asked for them? 

Dr. FrImDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Daniev. And since then you have been keeping a record? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I have, sir. 

Senator Danreu. In accordance with the law, even though the 
Board has not furnished the forms? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir; in my own way. 

Senator Danie. In your own way? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And what way are you following? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Substantially what it asks for: the name, the 
address, the name of the medicine used, and the amount used. 

Senator WreLkEer. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Danige.. Yes, Senator Welker. 

Senator We.xer. Doctor, since you started keeping your own 
form in your own way, can you tell the committee how the volume 
of narcotics compares with that issued by you in a like term, say, in 
the year 1953? 

Dr. FR1EDENBERG. Well, it is practically negligible. 

Senator WELKER. It is practically negligible? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, Senator. But that is because of the way 
I have changed my practice. After all, I am an internal medicine 
specialist. 

Senator WeLker. You changed your practice after you started 
keeping forms? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Well, it is not because I have to keep forms, 
but it was really to avoid all of this publicity. That was the reason 
I am chinging the practice. 

Senator Weiker. That was the only reason why you changed 
the practice? 

Dr. FrrepensperG. That was the only reason, yes. For instance, 
you take a cancer case. Now, what doctor would not give a cancer 
case as much narcotics as possible? I even stopped treating cancer 
cases. I will let some other doctor handle that. 

Senator Weixer. Let us leave cancer cases. We will go into 
cases of drunks and opiates and everything else here pretty quick. 
But I merely asked you that question. Did you change your prac- 
tice 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Well, I cut out—— 
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Senator WELKER. Wait a minute, now. Do you remember the 
date November 3, 1953? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. November 3, 1953? 

Senator WELKER. When Officer Granville B. Cannon of the Morals 
Division and an undercover agent called at your office? 

Dr. FrrepenBERG. No, I do not remember. 

Senator WeL_ker. You do not remember that? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Absolutely not. 

Senator WeLkerR. Do you remember upon that date as to whether 
or not anyone assured you that the other person was all right? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No. 

Senator Weiker. And he asked you for, and you gave him, 50 
one and one-half grains of seconal? 

Dr. Frirepenpere. I don’t remember that instance whatsoever. 
That is 

Senator WELKER. Without even—— 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Pardon me. What was the name of the 
medicine, sir? 

Senator We.Lker. Officer Granville B. Cannon—— 

Dr. Frrepenserc. No; the medicine? 

Senator WELKER. Seconal, 50 one and one-half grain capsules of 
seconal. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. I don’t remember the instance at all, but still 
that is not a narcotic. 

Senator WELKER. It is not a narcotic? 

Dr. FrRreEDENBERG. No, that is not a narcotic. 

Senator WeLker. And you think it is perfectly legitimate to 
dispense seconal? 

Dr. Frrepenserae. I beg your pardon? 

Senator WeLkeR. And you think it is perfectly legitimate to 
dispense seconal? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. If the case indicates it, yes. 

Senator We.LKER. In this case, we have information that not one 
thing was done by you to examine the patient, the alleged patient. 
He was not a patient, but an undercover agent for the Narcotic 
Bureau. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Then if I knew bis correct name, there is a 
card in my files. And that card will show whether or not I examined 
him. I don’t know, because it is blank to me. I don’t recall the 
case. I don’t have the name. 

Senator WeLker. Then I take it you would dispute the testimony 
given by Officer Granville B. Cannon and the undercover agent? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I would until I was able to consult my files; I 
would, yes. 

Senator WeLker. Of course, you are entitled to that. 

Senator Dante. Did you give him the date? 

Senator Wreiker. Yes, I gave him the date, November 3, 1953, 
end I will ask you during the noon recess if you will check your files. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The files would be in the office. That is not a 
narcotic, and I have no record at all. 

Mr. IrELAN. Senator, may the witness have the name? 

Dr. FrrepenberG. Yes. The name is most important. 

Senator Weiker. I gave you the name of Officer Granville B. 
Cannon. 
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Senator Dantex. I know, but the alleged patient. 

Dr. FrrgeDENBERG. Cannon. He was the patient, I guess. 

Senator WeLkerR. He was on duty at that time as an undercover 
agent, and I think he—— 

Senator DanieL. May we know what name he used? 

Senator We.ker. He used the name, I think, of Granville B. 
Cannon. 

Dr. FriepenserG. That is a case. We looked that up. May I 
inform you at this time that that was also called to my attention. 
We looked that up. We looked it up. There is the man’s name, 
his age, his address, his temperature was taken, his pulse was taken, 
and if he gave a fictitious story, how would I know the story was 
fictitious? He gave me the story that he had been drinking, he was 
getting off a drunk, he was very nervous and he needed somethin 
for sleep, and he was examined and the prescription was written. I 
will say yes. 

Senator WreLkeR. You want to say that he was examined even 
though the two—— 

Dr. FriepenBerG. Yes. But he was alone. There was no other 
person with him. 

Senator Weiker. I see. Well, now, that is subject to proof, 
Doctor. Of course, you are entitled to be heard, just as well as the 
others. And do you remember December 9, 1953, when the same 
patient, alleged patient, returned, this time alone, without the man 
you treated prior to that time, and asked for another prescription of 
seconal? 

Dr. FriepenserG. That is right. It was approximately a 
month—— 

Senator WELKER. Now, just a moment. I will finish the question, 
Doctor, if you will permit me. On that occasion you asked the 
undercover agent, Granville Cannon, to hold out his hands, and 
after looking at them, you issued another prescription to him for 
seconal? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. He said he was having D. T.’s. 

Senator WELKER. I see. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. And when you hold out your hands, that is the 
way you tell. That is one of the examinations. Even that one 
thing is an examination in a doctor’s mind. 

Senator We_ker. How much did you charge this man for that? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. $3. 

Senator WELKER. $3? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. $3. That is as cheap an office visit as you can 
get anywhere, unless you do it gratis. 

Senator Wre._ker. What is that? 1 didn’t hear your last comment. 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. I say, unless you are just going to have an 
office gratis. 

Mr. IrRELAN. Gratis; free. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Gratis. Either you charge nothing or you 
charge $3. 

Senator DanigL. Now, Doctor, you did check these records on 
these two dates, November 3 and December 9, 1953? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Yes; because that patient had been called to my 
attention. So I checked it over for my own information. I had not 
recalled it until I did. 
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Senator Daniet. And you found that you prescribed how many 
capsules? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Fifty capsules. But that does not—— 

Senator DanieL. We will send you the prescriptions and let you 
look at them. 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I[t is nota narcotic. It is 50 capsules of seconal. 

Senator DanieL. What is it, Doctor? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. It is a barbiturate, the same as phenobarbital, 
and we use phenobarbital in babies and infants. We wouldn't pre- 
scribe a baby or an infant this size dose, no. 

Senator DanieL. No? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. No. 

Senator Danteu. Is there anything wrong with barbiturates in 
your mind as far as possible habit forming? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Well, they are habit forming, but they are 
widely used in medicine throughout the country by all. It is nothing 
exceptional. In fact, I think according to statistics more barbiturates 
are being used than almost any other single type of drug. 

Senator WeLKer. That is one of the reasons why this committee 
is sitting, too. I will tell you that. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Probably so, yes. 

Senator Danre.. You do recognize as an expert on the subject that 
barbiturates are habit-forming drugs? 

Dr. FrrppENBERG. They can be. 

Senator Danre.. And they can lead into drug addiction, the more 
serious drugs, such as heroin and other drugs. 

Dr. Friepensere. It is strange. Different individuals follow 
different patterns. 

Senator Danret In some individuals, can the use of barbiturates 
lead into the use of other more serious and deadly drugs? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I wouldn’t say so. They may become addicted 
to that, but that does not lead to the use of the other. They may be 
a type of individual who will begin experimenting with other forms 
of medicine or other things, even as they experiment with alcohol. 
Alcohol is one of our worst habits of all. It is far worse than bar- 
biturates or far worse than narectics. Aleohol is our worst problem. 

Senator Dante. Do you think alcohol is worse than barbiturates or 
narcotics? 

Dr. Fr1repENBERG. Absolutely, yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you mean that, Doctor, as far as individual 
patients are concerned? 

Dr. Frrepensera. As a class problem throughout our States, 
throughout our country. 

Senator DanteL. What about an individual who is an alcoholic? 
Would it be better to leave him as an alcoholic or make him a narcotic 
addiet? 

Dr. Friepensperea. Well, I don’t think he ought to be made a 
narcotic addict; no. But, like I say, alcohol is one of our worst 
problems and it is one of the hardest to control. 

Senator Danreu. Isn’t it a dangerous thing to give an alcoholic 
barbiturates or morphine or addicting drugs? 

Dr. FriepenBerG. It is not dangerous if it is used for a specific 
occasion at the time. It is not dangerous; it is not bad; in fact, it 
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is almost one of our only procedures with the exception of hospitali- 
zation St institutionalizing these people where they can get very strict 
control. 

Senator Dante. What about giving a person 50 barbiturate tab- 
lets, such as seconal? Isn’t that a dangerous thing with some indi- 
viduals? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Not if it is used as the instructions were, | 
or 2 capsules at night for sleep. 

Mr. Irevan. Senator, if you will just bear with us a minute, the 
doctor will examine these, so that he may identify them for you. 

Senator Dante. All right. You identify the two prescriptions 
there, Doctor? 

Dr. Frrepensere. Yes. And the mstructions as it says on here 
are 1 or 2 a night for sleep. That would not cause addiction of 
anybody. 

Senator DanieL. Now, how many did you prescribe on November 3, 
1953? 

Dr. FrrepEenBERG. Fifty. 

Senator DanrteL. How many did you prescribe on December 9, 1953? 

Dr. Frrepensere. Fifty. 

Senator Danrev. And were your instructions written on there both 
times? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. It was, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did you say that on the first occasion that you 
gave the man under the name of Granville Cannon a physical 
examination? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I gave him one that was sufficient; whatever 
was sufficient or indicated. 

Senator DAaNteL. Just what did you do? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Took his pulse. I examined him for tremors. 
After all, the man said he had been drinking, was getting off of drink- 
ing and couldn’t sleep, and that really is all that is necessary. You 
don’t give a person a complete examination. It is almost, just using 
a parable, if you go in and expect to pay for oil, you don’t get a 
complete motor overhauling. You wouldn’t give him the same service. 
You don’t have everything examined. 

Well, the doctor does the same thing. When a person makes a 
specific complaint, there is no reason to give him a complete examina- 
tion. To give a person a complete examination every time they 
came in, you would have to charge that individual probably a mini- 
mum of $10, but more probably $15 or $25. Now, that is not the 
usual practice of medicine. 

Senator Dante.. This person, though, you saw him for the first 
time on November 3, 1953? 

Dr. FrrepenBEerRG. And he complained of sleeping, or the inability 
to sleep, because he had been drinking. That was his complaint. 

Senator Danrev. And he came in with a person that you had 
previously treated? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I don’t recall that at all, sir. 

Senator Dante.. Did he come in with anybody at all? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. I don’t recall that at all. 

Senator Danrev. A minute ago did you not say he came in by 
himself? 

Dr. FrrepDENBERG. That is my recollection. 
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Senator Danrex. You will not testify definitely on that point? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Well, at that date, no, 1 wouldn’t, because there 
wouldn’t be anything in my records to know whether he had come in 
with anybody else or not. 

Senator Danrex. You will testify positively that you examined his 
pulse? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Oh, yes. 

Senator Danre.. Was the pulse rate high or low? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. It was a little high, but not real, real excessive. 

Senator DanteL. What else did you do? 

Mr. IreLAN. May the doctor refer to his records? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I don’t think that I have that record. 

Mr. IrELAN. You do not remember it. Very well. 

Senator DanteL. What else did you do? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I examined him for tremors. 

Senator Danrev. That is looking at his hands, asking him to hold 
them out? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. That is it. 

Senator Danie. Did he have tremors? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. A slight tremor, yes. 

Senator Dante. And what else did you do in the way of examina- 
tion? 

Dr. FrrepENBeERG. I think that was all, sir. 

Senator Dante. Well, Doctor, if the man was an undercover 
agent for the Metropolitan Police, he fooled you and he got some 
habit-forming barbiturates from you under prescription for $3, did 
he not? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. But is there such a law that prohibits 
that? 

Senator Dantet. No. I am just asking you as a question if it is 
true that he were an undercover agent—and he was—he fooled you 
and he got these barbiturates? 

Dr. FrreEpDENBERG. He was lying and deceiving. There is no way 
a doctor can know whether a person is lying and deceiving him. 

Senator Daniet. And on December 9, 1953, he came in and 
deceived you again? 

Dr. FrigEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. He was not troubled with alcoholism. He 
deceived you. And you examined him again. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The history of a patient in most cases is one of 
the most important things in treating a patient, the history, and you 
presume that what they tell you is correct. There is no way we can 
deny a person’s history: 

Senator Dantex. That is exactly the point I am getting at. An 
undercover agent came in to see you and got these habit-forming 
barbiturates, 50 one time and 50 a little more than a month later. 
Now, the point is, Doctor, that a peddler of barbiturates could have 
come in and fooled you in the same manner, could he not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It is possible; yes, sir. It is possible. 

Senator Danie. And that is the danger in the prescribing of 50 
barbiturate capsules at a time to persons under these conditions; is it 
not, Doctor? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator Danrev. There is a danger that peddlers might come in 
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and get them and go out and sell them for a big profit to people who 
are already addicted or have the habit of these barbiturates? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator Danrev. And the same thing is true of narcotic drugs that 
might be prescribed? 

Dr. Friepensera. If they were prescribed, ves. 

P Senator Daniex. Yes, if they were prescribed. Someone can come 
in and fool you, and say he is an addict or that he is an alcoholic, and 
get a prescription and go out and sell them? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Never has anyone done that with narcotics 
to me, because, like I say, I very rarely write a prescription for a 
narcotic, and those rare ones are well certified cases of cancer and a 
few of a heart condition. 

Senator Daniex. Doctor, will you say to this committee that you 
never in 1953 wrote any prescriptions of narcotic drugs? We shall 
eliminate barbiturates for the time being. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, because they are not narcotics at all. 

Senator Daniex. Well, they are habit-forming, Doctor, and they 
are a serious threat to the youth of this country, are they not? 

Dr. FriepeNBerRG. Yes, and maybe specific legislation should 
govern them. 

Senator DANIEL. Yes, sir. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. There is none, but there should be some, yes. 

Senator Daniex. There is none in the District, you mean. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. With the exception that it must be prescription. 
That is the only regulation we have on it. 

Senator Danre.. Yes; all right. Let us go to narcotic drugs. 

Dr. FRIENDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danie. Will you say that in 1953 you did not prescribe 
any narcotic drugs for treatment of an alcoholic patient? 

Dr. FrrepensercG. That is correct. That is 100 percent correct. 

Senator Danie. All that you gave an alcoholic patient was ad- 
ministered personally by you? 

Dr. FriepenBeErG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator DanreL. But you did give prescriptions of barbiturates to 
alcoholic patients during 1953? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danrev. And up until what date? When did you stop 
doing that? 

Dr. FrinDENBERG. Well, to be frank with you, if I have a case 
occasionally right now, I may give them a prescription for a small 
amount of barbiturates now. 

Senator Danrex. Will you give them as much as 50 tablets? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. No. The maximum is about 24 or 25. 

Senator DanreL. You would not give them as much as you did 
back in 1953? 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. No. 

Senator DanreLt. Why? 

Dr. Fr1gpENBERG. Just because I was trying to prevent any criti- 
cism. That was the only reason. 

Senator Daniet. You just wanted to prevent any publicity and 
criticism? 

Dr. FriepenserG. Any publicity or criticism. That is the only 
reason. 
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Senator WeLker. Mr. Chairman, may I ask, I thought I under- 
stood you to say a moment ago, you had changed your form of practice. 
Dr. FrrepENBERG. Really the true, chronic or habitual—I may see 
them once or twice in a long while, but I will not see them repeatedly. 

Senator WELKER. You saw them repeatedly prior to 1953? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes, alcoholics; ves, I did. 

Senator WELKER. Now, do you want the testimony to stand that 
Officer Cannon, to whom you issued the two prescriptions, for 100 
capsules of 1% grains of seconal, that you gave him 8 physical examina- 
tion and you found the officer suffering from DT’s? Is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, no, no, no. 

Senator WeLker. What was he suffering from? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. [t was based more on his history. But I did 
examine him. That is all—— 

Senator WeLKerR. Now, you have changed a little bit now. You 
gave us quite a lengthy disc ‘ourse of what you did to Officer Cannon. 
You took his pulse. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I| took his pulse and I examined him for tremors. 
That is right. 

Senator WeLKer. You looked at his hands? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. That is correct, yes. And, of course, I listened 
to his story. 

Senator Wer ker. You listened to his story. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. The history is the important part in medicine, 
yes. 

Senator WELKER. Well, supposing a patient came up to you and 
told you that he had been suffering from cancer for several years, 
slow, painful cancer, would you just base your prescription upon the 
history given to you by him? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, I never have in all the vears of practice. 

Senator We.ixer. You never have. But you did against Officer 
Cannon, did you not? 

Dr. FripspENBERG. That is not a narcotic. That was entirely- 

Senator WeLkeErR. That is not a narcotic, but it is a habitforming 
barbiturate, is it not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, barbiturates, yes, are, but that is not a 
narcotic. 

Senator WELKER. I understand 

Dr. Frrepensperc. I have had people come in and say that 
they were from out of town, that thev had cancer, and they wanted 
a prescription. So I usually tell them, “I am sorry,” I won’t take their 
case. And that has been my attitude in all the vears of practice. If 
a stranger walks in with that story, I just don’t have anything to do 
with him. 

Senator WELKER. How about drunks coming in? Do you ever give 
any narcotics to any drunks? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. No. 

Senator WELKER. Never? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Not those that come in the office that way, no; 
no. 

Senator Wetker. Which ones did you give narcotics to that came 
into your office? What kind of patients? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Well, I treated all types of patients. I had 
people with stomach trouble that had to be given it right away. I 
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had people with heart conditions. I had people with gall bladder 
attacks. I had people with renal, or kidney attacks. 

Senator WeiKer. With heart condition or gall bladder attacks, they 
can walk into your office? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. No. Most of those were in the home. Most of 
them were in the home. 

Senator WreLker. I asked you about in your office, Doctor. Now, 
let us follow the questions carefully. 

Dr. FrrepDENBERG. Most of those were more or less spastic stomach 
conditions. 

Senator WELKER. I see. Spastic stomach conditions? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. How did you diagnose that? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. By history and examination. 

Senator WeLker. By history. But you took mostly history, did 
you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; no. On these stomach things I examined 
them, absolutely. Of course, after all, it may be a surgical abdomen, 
and if it is a surgical abdomen, it means surgery. 

Senator WELKER. Do you advise them to go home and go to bed 
as soon as possible? 

Dr. FrinEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WeLKeER. It is rather rare, is it not, to have a spastic 
stomach condition, and the man is ambulatory, walking around? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. That is a very frequent thing. They 
will rush up to you from an office. 

Senator WeLker. I did not hear it. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. They will often rush up to you from their 
place of employment. No, that is not rare. In fact, that is a very 
common gastrointestinal condition. 

Senator WeLker. And you would give them a narcotic for that? 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. If it were necessary. 

Senator Wetker. If it were necessary? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. If it were necessary. 

Senator WreLker. They will rush up from their office with this 
condition and you give them a shot right then? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. If it were necessary. 

Senator Danret. Now, Doctor, did you have some patients to 
whom you would give as many as four or five narcotic shots a day? 

Dr. Frrepenserea. No, sir. 

Senator Danrext. You never had any in that category? 

Dr. Frrepensere. If you are talking about one individual ; you 
mean one individual? 

Senator Danret. Yes. Did you have any patients that you gave 
as many as four shots of narcotic injections a day? 

Dr. Frrepensera. No, I can’t recall of any such case, unless it was 
one isolated instance. But I can’t recall it. 

Senator Dante. Did you have any in which you gave as many as 
3 injections of narcotics in 1 day? 

Dr. Frrepensere. Not in my office. I have in the home, yes, sir. 
There is a cancer case that I did; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Any alcoholic cases in which you gave that many 
shots a day? 

Dr. Friepenserea. No. 
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Senator Danrev. Did you have any cases in which you gave as 
many as two shots of narcotics per day? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Oh, yes. 

Senator Dante. Those were alcoholic cases? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Oh, no, not necessarily; no. 

Senator Dante... That is what I asked you about, alcoholic cases 
in which you gave as many as two injections of narcotics a day. 

Dr. FrrepEenBERG. That may have been possible in 1 or 2 or 
3 isolated cases at isolated intervals. It may have been possible, 
ves. 

* Senator Danrex. Did you have any alcoholic patients to whom you 
administered barbiturates more than once a day? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Dante. You realized, of course, that the barbiturate drugs 
were habit-forming? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. But with some of these alcoholics there, 
we would give them phenobarbitol by injection; yes, sir. 

Senator DanteL. But you did administer them over an extended 
period of time for some of your alcoholic patients, did you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The barbiturates? 

Senator Dante. Yes. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. And also narcotics, did you not? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. No, no. The narcotics were given to alcoholics 
infrequently, but only in instances where they were needed, but not 
daily, or like that, no. 

Senator Danret. Now, Doctor, I want to ask you about a par- 
ticular patient to whom we will refer as Patient A, a patient who 
testified before this committee yesterday. With your counsel we 
have determined that you know the identity of Patient A. And as 
explained to your counsel, this committee will not divulge the name 
or make it public. We have divulged it to your counsel, and they to 
you. 

You do know the person to whom we refer as Patient A, do you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. My counsel have told me, yes. 

Senator Danrev. And for the record, I might say that the name 
was given to your counsel in order that there might be no doubt but 
that we were talking about the same patient, and your counsel advised 
us that they knew the identity of the patient even before we gave 
the name for the purpose of certainty. Now, this committee will 
ask you to observe what we observed insofar as naming the patient 
and referring to that patient as Patient A, I will ask you if you have 
the record showing over how long a period of time you treated Patient . 
A. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I do, sir. 

Senator Dante. Patient A was a woman; is that correct, sir? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And do you have treatment cards or a record of 
your treatments of her? 

Dr. Fr1nDENBERG. Yes, sir, I do. 

Senator DanteL. Would you please give the committee all the in- 
formation except her name and address? Will you give us the 
record of the first visit of the patient to you or your visit to her? 





938 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


Mr. Ackerty. Mr. Chairman, may I address the committee just 
briefly? 

There is a provision in the District of Columbia Code which pro- 
hibits a doctor from disclosing that information unless the patient 
consents. Now, that patient was a witness here yesterday. I think 
the Chair should rule if she did consent that this information be dis- 
closed. 

The doctor is ready to disclose it, but I think he would be violating 
the District of Columbia Code unless she did give this committee a 
waiver and permit him to disclose it. 

Senator Dantev. The chairman of the committee will certainly 
interpret the testimony here yesterday as a waiver of anything except 
her name. However, I would like to talk to the other members of 
the committee. 

Senator Weiker. It is very obvious that she waived any privilege 
she may have. She testified here for hours yesterday and named the 
witness, and certainly she would not be hiding behind any privilege 
if she would come under oath and testify for hours as she did. 

Senator Daniznxt. The Chair so rules, and you may proceed to give 
us the information. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. What was that last question? 

Senator Dantev. The last question was to give us what your record 
shows of the first visit. 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. November 15, 1948. 

Senator Dante. All right. Just go ahead and read what your 
record shows, Doctor. We may want to ask you questions as to what 
you remember about some of these occasions, but until a member of 
the committee interrupts, you go ahead with vour reading. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. She was seen for being drunk, or drinking. 

Mr. IrELAN. Speak louder. 

Dr. FRInDENBERG. She was seen for drinking or being drunk. 

Senator Danie. Are you reading from the record? 

Dr. FrrepDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. All right. Just go ahead with your reading. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. The next visit was the 22d 

Senator DanteL. Do you show there what vou prescribed? 

Dr. Frrepensere. Yes. She had an injection. That injection 
consisted of vitamins. It consisted—the injection didn’t—but she 
was also given a barbiturate that time, nembutal. 

Senator Daniet. Nembutal? 

Dr. Frrepensera. That is right. 

Senator Danrev. Capsules? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Capsules. 

Senator DanreL. How many? 

Dr. FrirepenserG. There is no record of the amount there. 

Senator DaniteLt. Do you remember how many you gave her? 

Dr. FriepensercG. No. If I recall, I just let her have two out of 
my bag there, and just let her take it. 

Senator Daniex. Is nembutal a habit forming barbiturate? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. It comes under that classification; yes, sir. 

Senator Danigt. All right. Where was this visit? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It was 1219 Vermont Avenue. That is a home. 

Senator Dante.. All right. Now go to the next date and visit. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. November 22, 1948. It was a very similar 
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occasion, except instead of nembutal, sbe was given carbrital, which 
is also a barbiturate. 

—jSenator DanteL. What do you have on the card about November 

1948? 

"Dr. FrizDENBERG. Drinking, injection, and carbrital. 

Senator Dantet. Is that all the words you have? Drinking, in- 
jection, and what else? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Carbrital. Carbrital is a barbiturate capsule. 

Senator Danigt. Is it a habit-forming barbiturate, also? 

Dr. FRIFDENBERG. It is classified in that group, also. 

Senator DanieL. Now, Doctor, as an expert you know it is a habit- 
forming barbiturate. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. But there were no prescriptions given 
there. It is just a couple of capsules given. 

Senator DANniEL. You administered how many? 

Dr. FRiEDENBERG. A couple of capsules. 

Senator DanteL. Two? 

Dr. FrrnDENBERG. Yes, two. 

Senator Daniet. You gave those to her in person. How many 
nembutal capsules did you give her back there on November 15th? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Two. 

Senator Danieu. The first visit. 

Mr. Ackerty. Mr. Chairman, may I request that the doctor has 
asked me not to permit pictures taken while he is testifying? These 

cameras are facing 

Senator WELKER. I yore a while ago we settled that matter. 

Mr. Ackeriy. Yes. But they are in front of him, and I think 
the Chairman, I believe, directed the cameramen not to get in front 
of the doctor and interfere with his testimony. 

Senator DANIEL. Just so the cameramen stay aside and not be- 
tween the doctor and the committee? Is that all right? 

Mr. Iretan. Well—— 

Senator DanreL. You see, you have permitted the television 
cameramen to continue taking pictures, and now when the still 
cameramen are here, all the Chair would like to do is make up our 
minds one way or the other and treat the cameramen the same way. 
[s it satisfactory if the cameramen stay aside and do not get in between 
the witness and the committee? 

Mr. Irpnan. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion? The 
photographers are here. If they want to take a picture or two, fine. 
But what Dr. Friedenberg objects to is to have the cameras clicking 
around in front of him continually. When he came into the com- 
mittee room, the hearing room, many pictures were taken. ‘There 
was no objection. It was only when the degree of that went to the 
point of a nuisance. 

[ think the newsmen and photographers are men of judgment, and 
can gage that a bit, and I hope that they will. 

Senator DanieLt. What do you wish the photographers to do, 
gentlemen? It is under your control. The committee will deny 
them the right or will ask them to stay to the side or get back over 
on this side, some way. But let us proceed. We do not want to 
hold these proceedings up for any such weighty decision as that. 

Mr. IreELAN. We would just as soon they do not sit between us 
and the committee, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Dantet. All right. The cameramen will not sit between 
the witness and the committee. 

Senator We.Lker. They are not sitting between the witness and the 
committee. They are sitting at the side. 

Mr. Irevan. They are sitting right in front of me, Senator. 

Senator WeLKerR. Just a moment, Mr. Cameraman. I think my 
friend, the counsel for the witness, did not ask that you be removed. 
I think you are now in a safe position. 

Am I correct, Mr. Irelan? 

Mr. Irexan. If they want to take some pictures. But we do 
object to continual pictures and the photographers being between the 
committee and the witness. 

Senator WeL_ker. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that all these 
photographers are all well known to the committee and they will use 
good judgment and not interfere with the witness while he is testi- 
fying? I think that is the prime thing. 

Mr. Irevan. That is the crux of it, Senator. 

Senator Danreu. All right. We will see how we get along with 
that arrangement. 

Back to November 15th—how many tablets of nembutal did you 
give her on that occasion, Doctor? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Two capsules. 

Senator DantreL. Two capsules. Do you have a record of that? 

Dr. Frrepensera. No. I speak as I recall it. 

Senator Dante. As you recall it. All right. 

Senator WELKER. Just a moment. I did not hear that. You 

a FRIEDENBERG. I speak as I recall it. There is no record here 
on that. 

Senator WeLKeEerR. You recall back when? November 15, 1948, 
that you gave this 

Dr. Frrepensere. Because if I recall correctly, I have never given 
her a prescription for any nembutal or those capsules, or any of those 
capsules. I have never given her a prescription. 

Senator WELKER. I just wanted to test your recollection. That is 
a pretty good recollection. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

And that is why, because in the general run of the case, I remember 
I never gave her a prescription for it. 

Senator WreLkeEr. Very well. 

Senator DanteL. Now, Doctor, you have told us about November 
22d. Now go the next date and let us go ahead as rapidly as possible. 

Dr. Fr1epENBERG. Well, it is the 23d, and it is the same thing. 
That is the following day. Then November 29th. At that time, she 
was given a couple of capsules. She was given a prescription for six 
capsules of seconal on that day. There is a note of that, that there is 
a prescription. 

Senator Dantet. Six capsules of seconal. November 29. Next 
date? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. On November 20, she was getting over her 
drunk, and she was given, then, a prescription for chloral hydrate in 
water. Chloral hydrate is sort of a nerve and sleep medicine, but it 
is not a barbiturate. 

Senator Dante. All right. The next date? 
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Dr. FrIEDENBERG. All sleep medicines, with the exception of bro- 
mides, are classified in medicine, or at least by the District of Columbia 
Code, as habit forming. 

Senator Danteu. Is that given by injection? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. No, no, no, no. Of course, some of these 
medicines can. They now have made forms of it to be given. 

Senator Dantet. All right. The next date, after November 30, 
1948? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. December 2, 1948; very similar. 

Senator DantrE.. Sir? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Very similar. December 2, 1948. 

Senator Danrev. And those are the words you have down? “Very 
similar’’? 

Dr. Frrppensera. Well, I have some ditto marks. 

Senator DANIEL. Sir? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I have ditto marks on my card. 

Senator Danret. Ditto marks on the card? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. You prescribed the same thing? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. Did you give her any barbiturate on that day? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. No. 

Senator Danret. All right. 

Mr. Iretan. Mr. Chairman, may we confer one moment? 

Senator Dante. Well, if the witness wishes to confer with counsel, 
but not the other way around. 

Mr. IreELAN. Very well. 

Senator DanrEL. Does the witness wish to confer with counsel? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, I would, sir. 

Senator Dante. All right. 

(The witness conferred with his counsel. ) 

Senator Danret. All right, gentlemen. Are you ready to proceed? 

Mr. InELAN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the com- 
mittee has ruled that privilege has been waived by the patient in 
this case, Witness A, I think you called her, we tender to you, sir, the 
entire record cards upon this patient. We do ask, though, that if 
they are accepted in evidence, they be accepted in their entirety. 
We tender them to the committee. 

Senator DanreLt. The committee would rather, unless they over- 
rule the chairman, proceed as we have been doing, Mr. Irelan, so that 
we can ask questions about each time. You notice that sometimes 
we had to go back to his memory. 

Mr. IrELAN. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. We appreciate your tender, and we will receive 
them after we finish examining the witness about them. 

Mr. IrELAN. We tender thern to you, Mr. Chairman, in the spirit 
that you may examine from the cards, if you accept them in their 
entirety as evidence. 

Senator Dantev. As I understand it, you mean that the cards will 
be here, and we will read them and then ask the witness if we so desire? 

Mr. Irevan. Well 

Senator WELKER. I suggest that would be unfair to the witness. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Yes. I would not be able to refer to them. 

Senator Danret. The witness has just said he would not be able 
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to see them or explain them, Mr. Counsel. All right, let us proceed 
as we were. I think it will be all right if we rush along with it. 
December 2 was the next date, Doctor. 

Dr. Fr1rnpENBERG. Yes, December 2, 1948. 

Senator Danist. And what does that show? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Very similar, except that that time she was 
getting over this drunk. She was only nervous. That is all. She 
was given injections of vitamin and hormone. 

Senator Danrex. And that was a shot, an injection? 

Dr. FrirpENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrev. And was any barbiturate in that injection? 

Dr. Frrepensera. No 

Senator Dante. The next date? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. The 23d of January. 

Senator DanieL. 1949? 

Dr. FrirDENBERG. 1949, yes, sir. 

Senator DanieLt. What does your record show? 

Dr. Frrepenspera. Drinking. She was given an injection, which 
was not a barbiturate. 

Senator Danter. What does your record show? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That she was given an injection, and she was 
given a prescription for chloral hydrate with water. It is a prescrip- 
tion mixed into water. 

Senator Danrex. Chloral hydrate? 

Dr. FrrnpenpereG. Chloral hydrate. 

Senator Dantrex. Is that a barbiturate? 

Dr. FrirpENBERG. It is not, sir. 

Senator Danteu. All right. The next visit? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. The 11th of February 1949. She was drinking. 
She was given an injection of vitamin B complex and a prescription 
for seconal. That was a prescription of a barbiturate. 

Senator Danieu. For how many tablets? 

Dr. FriepenBEeRG. Approximately six. There is no amount offered 
on this, but like I say, she very seldom got a prescription for anything 
of that nature, and then when they were given, they were very small. 

Senator Daniet. That was seconal, which is a habit-forming bar- 
biturate? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. All right. The next date? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. The 9th of May 1949. She was also drinking 
that time. She was given an injection of vitamin B complex. She 
had a sore throat, tonsillitis. She was given an injection of 300,000 
units of procaine penicillin. 

Senator Danrex. Cocaine? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No; procaine penicillin. That is not a narcotic. 
That is penicillin. 

Senator WeLKErR. You say she was drunk, then, or getting over 4 
drunk? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No; on the 9th of May she was drinking. 

Senator WELKER. And you gave her penicillin for her drinking? 

Dr. FrrepenBeErRG. For her sore throat. She had a sore throat and 
tonsillitis that day. 

Senator Weixer. Along with the drunk? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is it exactly. 
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Senator Danret. What does the card read on the 9th of May 1949? 
Read the line, please. 

Dr. FrrepeNBeRG. That she was drinking, she was given an injec- 
tion of vitamin B complex, that she also had a sore throat and tonsil- 
litis. She was given an injection of 300,000 units of procaine peni- 
cillin. That is just one of the forms of penicillin. 

Senator Danre.. All right. 

The next date? 

Dr. FRIEDENRERG. August 6, 1949. She was drinking. She was 
highly nervous. She had a hypodermic for injection of betalin, and 
she was given a couple of capsules of carbrital. That is a barbiturate. 

Senator Dantrev. Carbrital? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Carbrital. 

Senator DanteL. And what did you give her in the injection? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Betalin. That is a vitamin B complex. 

Senator Danret. All right. The next date. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. September 17, 1949. She was drinking. She 
was given an injection of vitamin B and a prescription of chloral 
hydrate and water. 

Senator Danrex. All right. The next date? 

Dr. FrreDENRBERG. October 3, 1949. She was drinking. She was 
given a hypodermic injection of vitamin B, and a prescription for six 
nembutal capsules. 

Senator DaNntEeL. Six -nembutal capsules? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator Dantev. That is a barbiturate? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. That is a barbiturate. 

Senator Daniex. All right. The next date? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The 2ist of October, the same thing, that she 
was drinking, and she was given a hypodermic of B,. There is no other 
prescription then, but just the drinking and injection of vitamin B,. 

Senator Dantev. You did not give her any barbiturate on that date? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No. 

Senator Daniret. Do you know why? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Well, it was—Let me see. That was the 
20—I don’t know. Maybe she didn’t need it, or maybe she might 
have had some left over from the other time. I don’t know. 

Senator Danrev. All right. Next? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. The 22d of October. 

Senator Daniev. That is the next day? 

Dr. Frrepensera. The next day. She wasstill drinking. She was 
given the injection of vitamin B,. 

Senator DanireL. Anything else on your records? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. No, nothing else on the records. 

Senator Dante. All right. The next date? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 23d, she was vomiting, and she was 
given an injection of vitamin B, and betalin. That is a mixture of 
B, and B complex. 

Senator Daniev. All right. 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. November 11th. She was given an injection 
of vitamin B, and she was given a prescription of 12 nembutals, 
I think. 

Senator DanieL. Twelve nembutal tablets. All right. 
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Dr. FrrepeENBERG. On November 13th, she was drinking and she 
was given an injection of vitamin B,. 

Senator Danre.. Anything else? 

Dr. Frinpenspere. No. That is all. 

Senator Danrex. All right. The next day? 

Dr. FrrepenserGc. November 19th, drinking, injection of By. 

Senator Danie... Next? 

Dr. FrrepEnBEeRG. November 29th—these are all 1949—drinking, 
injection of B,. 

Senator Dante.. All right. 

Dr. FrrepenBEerG. November 30, 1949, injection of By. 

Senator Dante. Proceed, Doctor. 

Dr. Frrepensperc. December 1, 1949, drinking, and an injection 
of By. 

Then on March 6, 1950, she was sent to George Washington Hospital 
for drinking. She stayed there until the 11th. 

Senator We.tker. Did you send her there? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I sent her there. She was under my care, the 
records there showing she was an alcoholic and being treated for it. 

Senator Daniex. Did you give her any type of narcotic drug then? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No. There in the hospital she got—all my 
patients sent up there to George Washington, quite a few of them— 
get a certain intravenous solution of glucose, sugar water, high 
injections of vitamins, and medicines to quiet them down as indicated. 

Senator Danie. Could that be barbiturates? 

Dr. FrrepDENBERG. It could be and often is. 

Senator Danie. Could it also be narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; unless some occasion came there for 
them, and usually then the house staff will use that in an emergency. 
The resident has a little leeway as emergencies arise at night if the 
attending doctor is not present. But as a rule, no. 

Senator Danteu. Do you have a record of what you prescribed for 
her during the period of March 6, 1950, to March 11, 1950? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No. Those records are on the hospital charts. 
They are on the hospital charts. 

Senator Dante. All right. 

Dr. Frrepenrere. I have no record except. that she went there on 
the 6th and left there on the 11th. 

Senator Danreu. The next date? 

Dr. Frrepenpere. October 6th. I was just checking up on my 
dates, sir. October 6, 1950. She was drinking and given an injection 
of vitamin B-1. 

Senator Danrexi. Anything else on the card? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No. 

Senator We.ker. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if counsel would be 
courteous enough to let me see the exhibits he has been testifying 
from after he is finished—he has a number of them there—so that I 
can look at them. 

Mr. Irevan. It was with that spirit in mind a while ago, Senator, 
that we offered these cards to you. 

Senator WeLksr. Now, Mr. Irelan, certainly there could not be 
any argument 

Mr. IreLan. And we expected they would be accepted. 
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Senator WELKER. Don’t you think we are entitled to cross-examine 
from the exhibit the man is using? 

Mr. Irevan. If you accept them as exhibits. 

Senator WELKER. I will do exactly what I feel is right respecting 
exhibits. 

Mr. Irgeuan. Senator, we tender these—— 

Senator WELKER. But here the man might be reading Chinese as 
far as ] am concerned. I have no knowledge of it, counselor. 

Mr. Irnptan. We tendered these to you as exhibits. 

Senator WreLkemr. I understand that. And I thought the chairman 
was very fair and he has been fair in his interrogation. I merely 
asked you something that is done in every courtroom in the land; that 
is, that you submit to me the exhibits after he has finished with them. 

Senator Danreu. Will you give us the cards that he has finished 
with? 

Senator WELKER. I do not see how he could be hurt on that, Mr. 
Irelan. 


Mr. Iretan. We ask as we do that they be admitted as part of 
the record. 


Senator Daniszu. If you will pass them up as he completes a card, 
it will be appreciated. 

Let me ask you this question now. Did you ever administer any 
narcotic drug to this patient A in your treatment of her for alcholism? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, but very rarely, and as that individual 
occasion may arise, yes. 

Senator Danrev. You did administer narcotics later on in your 
treatment of this patient? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Not every visit. I don’t want to say that. 
1 don’t want to say that. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. I mean, later on in your treatment. We are still 
in 1950. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Later on in your treatment you did administer 
narcotic drugs to her? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes. But not a whole lot, or anything of that 
kind. 

Senator DanteL. We will come to them in a moment. You were 
on October 6, 1950. 

Wait just a minute. This might be a point to recess. Will you 
send the cards up that you have already testified about, please, Mr. 
Irelan? 

Mr. Iretan. We offer this, Mr. Chairman, in evidence in the case 
and ask that it be accepted. We would like to have the originals, 
but there is certainly no objection to its being photostated. The 
original cards should come back to the Doctor. 

Senator Danret. Yes, we will do that. We will return them. 
The committee will stand in recess until 1:45. If we may, Doctor, 
during this period, we will examine the cards which have been 
introduced. 


(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 1:45 p. m., the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Daniev. The committee will come to order. 

Now, Dr. Friedenberg, the last date we asked you about was Octo- 
ber 6, 1950. Did you complete reading from your card on that date? 

Dr. FrrepENBEeRG. October 6, 1950. ‘Had been drinking and got 
an injection of vitamin.’’ 

Senator Danrex. Does that say of vitamin on there? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No, it says hypo. That means injection. 

Senator DanieL. That means injection? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you remember what you gave her October 6, 
1950, independently of that card? 

Dr. FrrepeNnBERG. No. That really would be impossible. I hap- 
pen to know the case in general and I know the pattern followed in 
the case, but if you were to say do I know absolutely for sure, I will 
have to admit I do not. 

Senator Daniev. You do not remember what was in the hypo that 
you gave her? 

Dr. FrimpENBERG. No, I really couldn’t. 

Senator DanreL. Would you please, sir, as we go from date to date, 
first give us exactly what is written on the card. Quote it exactly as 
you have it on the card? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. If you want to elaborate later, or we want to ask 
you about it, that may be done. All it shows for October 6, 1950 is 
“drinking,” and “hypo.” 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Next. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. October 7, “Sentences George Washington 
Hospital. Visit.’”” That meant I went there and saw her after she 
had been admitted to the hospital. 

Senator Danie. That is the next day, October 7. 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Is that all that is on the card? 

Dr. FriepeEnBERG. That is all for October 7. 

Senator Daniet. Do you remember having sent her there to the 
hospital? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. Oh, yes. 

Senator DanigeL. You remember that? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, yes. And, of course, from then on, the 
hospital records—the orders were written by me, with my signature. 
Sometimes a supplemental order is written by the house physician, 
but the initial orders are written by me, or sometimes in an emergency 
the intern or resident will write the initial orders with my consent and 
when I come in I check them or modify them as I see fit. 

Senator Daniet. How long was she in the hospital this time? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. She was discharged on the 9th. She was there 
three days, the 7th, 8th and 9th. 

Senator DanteL. Why did you send her to the hospital? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. For alcoholism. It doesn’t say that on the 


card but I know that is the only thing I admitted her to the hospital 
for. 
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Senator Daniet. Did she ever ask you to help her break a drug 
habit? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, because so far as I know she wasn’t a drug 
addict. 

Senator Danret. You sent her to the hospital to try to break the 
drinking. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. That is right. To sober her up, really. That 
is all we can do. 

Senator Danret. That was from October 7 to October when? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Nine. 

Senator Daniet. Do you have any other notations on your card 
after the 7th? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. On the 8th, a hospital visit. That is, I saw 
her at the hospital and on the 9th I saw her and she was discharged 
on the 9th. 

Senator DanreL. That is all that is on the card? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Do you have any independent recollection of 
what you gave her there at the hospital? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Except that it would be more or less my 
routine that I used there in the hospital for such a case but it wouldn’t 
be. 

Senator Daniet. I want to know if you have any independent 
recollection of what you administered to her there? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. At the hospital? 

Senator Danrev. During those dates. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, it would be intravenous glucose, vitamins, 
and sedatives as necessary. 

Senator DanieLt. What is the next date you have? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. February 27, 1951. 

Senator Danie. All right, read. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. She was given 

Senator DaNniEL. Now, just read what it says on the card. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. She was given an injection of 

Senator DanreL. Does it say “‘she was given’’? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. [Reading:] 

Injection 3 ec. adrenalin cortex extract intramuscular. 10 cc. of vitamin C, 
and 1 ec. of Betalin for alcoholism. 

Senator Dantet. What is Betalin? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is vitamin B complex. 

Senator Danrev. The next date? 

Dr. Friepenserc. The 28th. [Reading:| 

P. M. She fell the night before. She hit her shoulder, chest, and head. No 


evidence of broken bones. Injection of 2 cc. adrenalin cortex extract; 10 ec. of 
vitamin C, and 1 ce. of Betalin. 


Senator WeL_KEeR. What was the extent of her injuries as a result of 
this fall? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. There is no evidence of broken bones. 

Senator WeLkeEr. Did she have any cuts, bruises or scars? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. Asarule I put down any positive finding. 

Senator We.Lker. I do not care about “as a rule.”” Do you recall 
seeing any cuts, bruises, sprains or painful injuries to her? 

Dr. FriepensBerc. No, I did not. 


71515—56—pt. 410 
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Senator Wetker. Why did she call you, then? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. She thought she had broken some bones. 

Senator We.ker. There must have been a little pain, then. She 
must have been in a little pain if she thought that. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WeLker. You did not give her anything to alleviate the 
pain? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. That is according to this record, I didn’t. 

Senator WeLKeEr. All right. 

Senator Danie. Doctor, are you stating to the committee that 
you did not give her any type of barbiturate or narcotics on that 
occasion? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I may have, but on the record it does not say. 
I cannot remember. 

Senator Danret. You cannot remember? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. I may have, but it does not say on the 
record. 

Senator Danie. Doctor, before we go any further with these 
records, let me get this clear: These records constitute only what you 
put down in the way of reports concerning treatment, is that correct? 
In other words, these are the only written records of the treatment 
you gave this patient? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. These are the only written records that I have 
of this treatment, that is correct. 

Senator Danie. Do you purport to say to the committee that 
these visits that you have on your written records are the only visits 
that you made to her, or that she made to you? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. No, sir. In the early years, I mean—let me 
see, now—you have the early cards—probably for the first 4 or 5 
years, they are complete. The only visits the last couple years, the 
repetition was so similar that these cards do not contain all the visits, 
that is correct. 

Senator Dante. That would be the last several years? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrets. How many years? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. I would say the last 2 years. 

Senator Dante. For at least the last 2 years the records are not 
complete? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator DanieLt. Do you purport to say to the committee that the 
records you have given us and that you have been testifying about are 
complete with respect to the recording of all narcotic drugs and bar- 
biturates that you administered to this patient on those visits? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. As far as I can recollect, yes, sir. 

Senator DanireL. You mean you don’t recollect any others? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. In these early visits here? 

Senator DanrEL. Yes, sir. 

Dr. FrrepensBERG. I don’t recollect any others. 

Senator DanreL. But you will not say that you did not administer 
her other barbiturates or narcotic drugs that are not on your records? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Really and truly I couldn’t say positively. 

Senator Danie. You couldn’t say positively whether or not this is 


a complete record of all narcotic drugs and barbiturates you admin- 
istered to this patient? 
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Dr. FrrepENBERG. I could not say that correctly because as you 
say—for instance, on that visit where she fell, whether I gave her 
something to ease the pain I have no record of it and I don’t recall 
whether I did or didn’t except there are no records of it. 

Senator Danren. Now, go to the next date. February 28, the last 
vou testified about. 
' Dr. FrrepENBERG. I saw her again that same night. That was in 
the p. m. and on the same night of the 28th of February, 1951, she 
was complaining of headache. Her temperature was normal, her 
blood pressure was 120 over70. She was given a prescription for tablets 
containing empirin with codeine. She was advised to take an enema 
and was told to put an ice bag to her head. 

Senator DAnreL. She was given empirin with codeine. 


Dr. FrrepensBerG. A prescription for tablets containing empirin 
with codeine. 


Senator Danret. All right, the next one. 


Dr. FrrepENBERG. March 1, 1951, she received an injection of 
| ce of adrenalin cortex and Betalin. 

Senator Dante. All right, the next one. 

Dr. FrrepEnBEeRG. November 10, 1951. The note here says— 


has been drinking for weeks. She fell the other night, about 2 or 3 nights ago 


that is in parentheses because it was indefinite in her mind— 
she has multiple bruises and lumps. 


Senator Dantex. She has what? 
Dr. FRIEDENBERG (reading): 


She has multiple bruises and lumps. Hematomas on the back of the head 


that is a blood swelling on the back of the head— 

and the left temple region. There was a bruise behind the left ear— 
that is what we call battle signs— 

complaining of dizziness and pains in the head. Pains in the back. 


I advised hospitalization and an X-ray of the skull. 

I have a note here that another doctor had seen her the night before, 
and she wanted to consult him. Dr. Marland had been sent the night 
before and she wanted to consult him. As far as I was concerned it 
was all right. 

I received a phone call from her later on, or from someone—let me 
see—ves; from her, I guess—that Dr. Marland had sent her into 
Sibley Hospital. I called Sibley Hospital to find out whether she had 
had a fracture or not and there was no evidence of fracture of the skull. 
Senator Danrext. Did you prescribe anything for her on Novem- 
er 10? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; except that I prescribed hospitalization— 
no; I didn’t prescribe it. 

Senator Dante. All right, the next date. 

Dr. Frrepensera. April 1, 1952. 


Senator DanreL. You skip from November 10, 1951 to April 1, 
1952? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. According to these records, yes. 

Senator DanreL. You do not have anything intervening? 


Dr. FrrepENsERG. I don’t have any record of anything in between 
there. 
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Senator Danie.. All right, sir. 

Dr. FrinEDENBERG. She had what we call a blood Wassermann 
taken, which was negative, and she also received an injection of 
penicillin. She was worried about venereal disease because of her 
occupation. 

Senator Dante. She told you she was a prostitute at the time? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, she told me almost the first time I ever met 
her. 

Senator Daniet. Now, Doctor, let’s be more exact. 

Dr. Fr1reEDENBERG. I don’t know whether it was the first, second or 
third visit, but it was when I first started seeing her. 

Senator DanreL. Sometime during the first year, would you say? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, absolutely, sir. 

Senator Dante. You are positive it was during the first year you 
started treating her? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danie.. She told you she was a prostitute? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, she told me she had been working previ- 
ously for the telephone company, that while she was a telephone 
operator for the C. & P. Telephone Co., she was having ‘‘dates.”” The 
dates meaning paid prostitution, and she was taking these people to 
such and such a house, and, well, having relations. She told me that 
with her own mouth. 

Senator Danrev. Are you sure that wasn’t the first instance? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, I can’t say the first visit; no. In fact I am 
almost sure it wasn’t the first visit but I can’t be too positive. You 
say the first year? Yes; definitely so. 

Senator Danie. All right, when is your next visit? 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. On the second, the following day, she came to 
the office and had what we call a smear—that is, a vaginal smear for 
gonorrhea taken. That was negative. 

Senator Danie. The next date. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The next one I have here is July 12, 1952, when 
she was complaining of a discharge. I just have the word “discharge,” 
but she was complaining of a female discharge and she received an 
injection of penicillin. 

Senator Daniet. Are you saying that that is all you gave her on 
that occasion? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. On that occasion, yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Are you positive? 

Dr. FriepenserG. No, | can’t be positive. 

Senator DanipL. You cannot be positive? 

Dr. FrirepENBERG. No, I can’t. 

Senator Danie. The next date. 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. June 18, 1953. She was sent into George 
Washington Hospital, acute alcoholism. 

Senator Danie. You have a skip from July 12, 1952, to June 1953. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. I was very sick around that time and I was out 
of practice, maybe about 4 months. I was critically ill and I was out 
of practice at that time. Now whether there were some visits in 
between there or not I cannot say, except I do recall it was in August, 
maybe about the 21st or 23d or so. I know definitely I was sick from 
then on, for over 4 months. 

Senator WeL_ker. You say you were ill about 4 months, Doctor? 
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Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, I was at George Washington for 6 weeks 
and was given up as dying. I was transferred to Johns Hopkins and 
| was , also given up as dying there but eventually I did pull through. 
| was too ill. I needed an operation but they were afraid to tackle it. 
| was ordered to go to Florida for a while and try to recuperate and 

after 3 weeks of Florida I had to give that up and be rushed back up 
here and at that time I was operated on and after the operation, about 
pl nat later after that, | went back to practice. 

Senator WELKER. It is the ordinary custom of men in medicine to 
refer their patients to someone else when they are ill, is that a fact? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. Did vou refer this patient to anvone else? 

Dr. FrrepeNBeRG. At first I didn’t. It was more or less a sudden 
thing and the medical bureau handled most of my calls and first I 
told them to get anybody at all, and then afterwards I did ask one of 
the doctors to take over as best he could. He treated some cases. 
He only does internal items and not obstetrics and the like. 

Senator WreLKeER. I can’t hear vou, Doctor. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. He would do just certain kinds of cases because 
he was doing only internal medicine. Other things like obstetrics 
were turned over to other doctors. 

Senator WELKER. Who treated this woman then? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I think it was Dr. Benjamin. I am not sure of 
that. 

Senator WeL_ker. When she resumed treatment with you, did you 
ask for her history while you had been ill and ask who had treated her? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator WreLKerR. You didn’t think that was of any consequence? 

Dr. Fr1iepENBERG. I didn’t ask any of my patients when I came 
back who was treating them. 

Senator WELKER. Supposing he had digressed from your form of 
treatment entirely and given her some treatment that you didn’t 
approve of? Isn’t it medic al practice that you would ask the patient 
where she had been and then confer with Dr. Benson or whoever the 
doctor may have been as to how he may have treated her? 

Dr. FrigpENBERG. That wasn’t necessary; no, sir. 

Senator WELKER. That wasn’t necessary with you? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. No. 

Senator DanteL.. What was this last date in June you were 
referring to? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The last date I have in June here that I was 
referring to on this card was June 18, 195: 

Senator DanreLt. What does it show? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. She was sent into George Washington Hospital, 
acute alcoholism. 

Senator DanieL. What is the next notation? 

Dr. Frrspenserc. February 9, 1954. 

Senator Daniet. What does that show? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That she had a sore, posterior fornix vulva of 
the female organ. Posterially, there was a sore there. 

Senator Danret. What else did the card show? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. A certain type of medicine called pontafilon 
was applied by me and an injection of penicillin was given. 

Senator Dantev. Anything else on that date? 
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Dr. FrrepENnBERG. Nothing else. 

Senator Danrex. That is all the card shows? 

Dr. FrrepensERG. That is right. 

Senator Danie. And that is all you testify to as to that date? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. All right, the next date. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. February 13, 1954. There is a_ pinpoint 
scratch on the upper fornix. That was the upper part of the vagina. 
And also, the same type of ointment was applied, pontafilon. <A 
blood test was taken of her, and a prescription for what we call terra- 
mycin ointment was given. 

Senator Dante. All right. Any other notation for that date? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That is all I have, sir. 

Senator DanisL. Do you know whether you gave her any narcotic 
drug or any barbiturate on that date? 

Dr. FrispENBERG. According to these records, no. 

Senator DanieE.. I said, did you know whether or not you gave her 
any of such drugs on that date? 

Dr. Friepensera. No, I cannot recollect, sir. 

Senator Danreu. All right, the next date. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is all I have on her card. 

Senator Danie. That is all you have. Now, those are all the cards 
and records you have on this patient? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Now, why is it you are so sure you did see her on 
other occasions and administer her other drugs that are not on your 
cards? 

Dr. FriepeNnsBerG. Administer her other drugs? 

Senator Dantex. Yes, sir. First, let us put it this way: Why were 
you so certain a minute ago that you had seen her on other occasions 
than those that you have recorded on your cards? 

Dr. FrrepensBerG. Her financial record would be kept on other 
cards, but that does not have anything to do with treatment, at all. 
I mean by that, there is no way of telling what kind of treatment a 
person gets. 

Senator Dante. Do you have the financial records with you? 

Dr. Friepensera. No, I do not, sir. 

Senator Danie. Have you compared them with the visits listed 
on your cards? 

Dr. Friepensperc. Not—after all, I just got in late yesterday 
afternoon and I did not. No, sir, I have not. 

Senator Daniex. According to my account, I have listed here 31 
entries on your card. Do you know how many entries you have on 
your financial record? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, I do not know how many, but I think it 
would be quite a bit more than that because in 1953-54, although 
there are only a few records there, the most of the time I saw her was 
for nervousness and for drinking. The treatment was more or less a 
routine treatment, and all the other entries made on the other card 
are not made on this card. 

Senator DanieL. Now, Doctor, you told us a moment ago you had 
prescribed narcotic drugs for her. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Not prescribed, sir. Except the one of that 
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empirin with codeine. That is classified, but it is not a pure narcotic. 
It is a tablet, taken by mouth. 

Senator Danre.. But it is classified as a narcotic? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Anything with codeine, even a cough medicine 
will come under that phase, yes 

Senator Dantex. That is the only one you testified about? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. As being prescribed. That is a prescription 
given. 

Senator Dantet. Do you know that you administered narcotic 
drugs by injection to this woman? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. On rare occasions. 

Senator Danre.. Over how many years? 

Dr. FR1EDENBERG. I guess it would be over 6 or 7 years. 

Senator Danie. You do not have one entry on your cards as to 
the administration of such narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct, sir. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. But you recall in your mind that you did give 
them to her? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DanreLt. When you administered these narcotic drugs to 
her, what ailment were you trying to treat? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Where she “complained of pain. For instance, 
where she fell and had this pain in her—— 

Senator Dantex. Please do not speak so rapidly. We cannot hear 
you. Speak out and a little slower. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. In those places where she complained of pain, 
I undoubtedly gave her something, ves. At the times where she was 
crying, she was quite hysterical. Yes. I might have given her one 
occasionally at that time. 

Senator Dantet. Doctor, do you not know you gave her these 
narcotic drugs when she was complaining of alcoholic symptoms? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Only if she was in bad condition. 

Senator Danie. Was she not in pretty bad condition pretty often 
during this period of years? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, but she didn’t get narcotic drugs at all 
those times, no. 

Senator Dante. She was in bad condition pretty often during this 
period of years, wasn’t she? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. And you gave her narcotic drugs when you found 
her in pretty bad condition, didn’t you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Only at times. 

Senator Danrex. Only part of the time? 

Dr. FriepEnBere@. Part of the time. 

Senator Danie. There is just no way in the world for you to know 
how much narcotic drugs you gave this woman over the 5- or 6-year 
period? 

Dr. FriepenBeRG. According to the records, no, sir, there wouldn’t 
ye. 

Senator Danrex. Well, according to your memory. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. No; I couldn’t tell the amount. 

Senator DanieL. You do know, doctor, that on some occasions, 
you gave her more than one shot of narcotic drugs during a single day? 

Dr. Frrepenserea. A single day? No, sir. 
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Senator Danrev. You do not recall that? 

Dr. FriepeEnBerRG. No. I won’t say absolutely. Maybe once or 
twice, but I can’t recall it. I can’t recall it. But it may be possible. 

Senator Danie... You are not testifying then that you did not give 
her more than one short of narcotic drugs in a single day? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Dante.. Will you testify to this committee that you did 
not give her more than two narcotics drug injections on a single day? 

Dr. Frrepensera. As far as I can recollect, I didn’t. 

Senator Danteu. I ask you, are you testifying that you did not do 
it? 

Dr. Friepensere. As far as I can recollect. I can’t say and be 
absolutely positive, but as far as I can recollect I did not. 

Senator Danrex. Are you testifying that you did not do it? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. May I consult my attorneys on that? 

To my best recollection, I didn’t. 

Senator Danriex. You decline to testify that you did not give her 
more than two shots a day? 

Mr. Irevan. I don’t think he said that. 

Dr. Frrepenserea. To the best of my recollection, I did not give 
more than two shots in any one day. 

Senator Daniex. That is not what I asked you, and it is not what 
1 asked you about the last three times. I am asking you in another 
way. Wehave your answer that you have just givenus. Iam asking 
you, are vou purporting to testify to this committee that you did not 
give her more than two shots of narcotic drugs on any single day? 
I think your answer is apparent but I just want it for the record. As 
I understand it, you are not testifying positively that you did not do it. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is it. I am not testifying positively that 
I didn’t. There may be a possibility, but I cannot recall it. 

Senator Danieu. I think we understand your answer. Now, will 
you testify to the committee that you did not give her more than 
three narcotic injections on any single day? 

Dr. FrInEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Will you testify to the committee that you did 
not give her more than three injections of narcotics and barbiturates, 
together, in a single day? 

Dr. FriepenBerG. Yes. You mean more than three times? 

Senator Dantieu. Yes. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Dante. You testify positively you did not do that? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Will you testify positively that you did not give 
her four or more injections on a single day during this entire period? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Doctor, how can you be so sure of that? Didn't 
you give this woman many, many injections during this period of 
years? You have related here a period of over 6 years. Did you 
give this woman many injections of narcotic drugs during that time? 

Dr. FriepENserG. Not many injections of narcotic drugs, no, sir. 
There were many visits, but not many injections of narcotic drugs. 

Senator Danrev. You did give her habit-forming barbiturates 
quite often? 
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Dr. FrrepeENBERG. Yes. Phenobarbital. There is a difference 
with phenobarbital. It is different from all the other barbiturates. 
We have had people with huge doses on that for 25 or 30 vears. 
Legally, it is classified as a habit-forming drug. Medically, no, it is 
not. There is a difference legally and medically. 

Senator Danrex. Well, Doctor, this is the first time vou have 
brought up phenobarbital, I believe. 

Dr. FriepenserG. That is the main barbiturate she ever received 
from me. Only occasionally did she get any of the others. That, 
J am positive about. 

Senator Danrext. You have shown where you prescribed some of the 
others for her? 

Dr. FRrimpENBERG. Yes; occasionally. Rarely. Occasionally. 
Rarely. 

Senator Dantext. You did prescribe for this woman, though, and 
also administered to her, habit-forming barbiturate drugs during 
this 6-vear period; did you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. In small quantities, infrequently; ves, sir. 

Senator Dantev. And for the purpose of treating alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It wasn’t so much in the treatment of alcoholism 
as it was in controlling some of the symptons that were occurring, 
at the time. 

Senator Dantet. In order to relieve the pain? 

Dr. Frirepenserc. No, the nervousness, the restlessness and 
inability to sleep. 

Senator Danreu. Now, over this 6-year period, you gave this 
woman many injections of narcotic drugs, did you not? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Not many injections of narcotic drugs; no, sir. 
Some, but not many. 

Senator Danie. Well, could you estimate how many you gave her? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No. 

Senator DaNigL. Six years is a long time. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, that is why I can’t answer that. 

Senator Danrext. And during 1 year, you received from the med- 
ical houses a considerable amount of narcotic drugs and admin- 
istered them? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But she was not my only patient. 

Senator Dantreu. No, sir. She was not your only patient, but 
you did see her about as often as any other patient over the last 4 
years; did you not? 

Dr. Fr1nDENBERG. As any one patient, maybe. 

Senator Danret. That is what I mean. 

Dr. FrrgEDENBERG. As many as any one patient. 

Senator DanrieL. Let’s see if we can end it this way; you did ad- 
minister to her narcotic drugs during the 6-vear period? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On some occasions. 

Senator Danret. And you do not know how many occasions, 
how much of the drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Danipi. Because you simply kept no record of it? 

Dr. Frrepensera. That is right. 

Senator DanieL. Senator O’ Mahoney—— 

Senator O’Manonery. No questions. 
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Senator DaNnreEL. Senator Welker 

Senator WeLker. Well, Dr. Friedenberg, why did vou administer 
any narcotics to this patient, other than barbiturates? 

Dr. Frrepensera. At the time she was in pain or complaining of 
some pain. Once in a while when she was hysterical—aud she did get 
hysterical at times and it was the only way of controlling her. 

Senator WreLker. Did she get hysterical quite often? 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. Not too often. She did from time to time. 

Senator WeLker. You have given a pretty big picture here, Doctor, 
of her being quite an alcoholic and coming to you day after day, week 
after week, vear after year. Now, tell me the instances when she 
would be in pain as a result of her being drunk and when she wouldn’t 
be, if you recall. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. She would fall around and hurt herself. Then 
she would be in pain. 

Senator WreLker. A moment ago you told me of one fall she had 
where vou didn’t administer any narcotics. 

Dr. FrrepenperGc. That is true. I said there is no record of it 
here. Whether I did or not, I couldn’t say. 

Senator Wre_krer. Why was it, Doctor, you were so very careful to 
keep a record of your injections of vitamin B, and not once did you 
ever make a record of one narcotic drug that you prescribed to this 
patient and administered by your own hands? Tell me that, Doctor. 
Why were you so careful? 

Dr. Friepenserc. To be frank with vou, I don’t know why. 

Senator WrLker. You related time and time again, where you 
injected her with penicillin; you related time and time again on these 
cards where you had injected her with vitamin B,, vitamin B, complex, 
and some other trade names of vitamins. Now, why did you omit, 
Doctor, the fact that you had given her narcotie drugs? 

Dr.. FrreEpDENBERG. There was no special reason. They weren’t 
recorded. It was based primarily on the Federal Code which said 
there was no need to keep a record of it. 

Senator WreLKER. Now, that isn’t answering the question. Do 
vou mean to hide behind the Federal Code when you would be so 
careful to sit down and write in your own longhand “‘injection’’, 
“injection’’, “‘injection’’, “injection”, and you didn’t say what it was, 
and then you changed your propeller pitch and you started saying 
“vitamin B, injection,” “‘vitamin B-complex,” and so forth? 

Why were vou so careful to do that, Mr. Witness, and not relate 
and put on your record when you administered to her by your own 
hand, narcotic drugs? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. I just can’t answer the question. There is no 
specific reason why I didn’t. 

Senator WreLker. You know the law doesn’t require you, does it, 
to list an injection of vitamin B,, or soda water, or anything else? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No; that is true, even on these cards. The law 
doesn’t require that even these be in a doctor’s office. 

Senator Wre.iker. I understand the theory on that, but I want to 
say¥the committee would like to know why this discrepancy appar- 
ently exists, where you were so careful to list injections given by you, 
these injections always being vitamin B, or something else not a 
narcotic, and yet you omitted listing the narcotics. 

You have no answer for that; do you, Doctor? 
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Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I have no answer; no, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Would you speak up louder? I didn’t hear it. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I have no answer to that question. 

Senator WELKER. Doctor, your office is at 1726 I Street in the 
city of Washington, D. C.? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKer. And you practice there alone? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You have no nurse? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Speak louder. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You had no assistant? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. And you had no secretary? 

Dr. FrimpENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator WeLKerR. You have no one. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator WreL_ker. Not one person to assist you in the manifold 
duties of a practitioner of medicine? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Did this patient ever ask you for any narcotics? 

Dr. FrtepENBERG. No; she has never. She never did. 

Senator Weixker. :Did you ever inform her that you were giving 
her a narcotic? 

Dr. FrrepensBeErG. No, I didn’t. 

Senator WeLKkEerR. W hy didn’t you? 

Dr. Frrepenrera. A doctor often doesn’t tell a patient what he 
is giving or ordering for him. 

Senator WeLKER. Even though it might result in a person going 
on a drug habit and ruining their lives? You don’t feel it is common 
practice to tell them you are giving them a dangerous narcotic? 

Dr. Frrepenrerc. I didn’t feel that the patient was getting 
enough of any kind of medicine to cause any such habit. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Doctor, do you recall a little conference 
held in your office on June 3, 1954, wherein one Officer Gabrys, one 
Officer Raboy, and Agent Andrews of the Federal Bureau of Narc ‘otics, 
interviewed you in your office at 1726 I Street NW., Washington, 
D. C.? 

Dr. FrrepenseraG. Yes, I do, sir. 

Senator Weixer. And you were advised by Officer Gabrys, at 
that time, as to the purpose of the interview, were you not? 

Dr. Friepensera. Yes, I was. 

Senator WeLker. What did he tell you? Now, this is June 3, 1954. 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. Well, he asked to see the purchase book. He 
asked to see the inventories. He asked to see the dispensing book. 

Senator WreLker. In fact, he asked to see all of your records, did 
he not? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. Is it not a fact that at that time, and at that place, 
you advised these officers, all three of them being present, that you 
personally administered all the narcotic drugs you purchased on 
official forms, to about 30 patients a day, who you described as being 
bona fide, and legitimate patients. Did you so tell them? 
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Dr. FriepeENBERG. The siatement is wrong. 

Senator WELKER. What? 

Dr. FrrepenBeRG. The statement is incorrect. 

Senator WELKER. In what portion or part? 

Dr. frrEDENBERG. They asked me how many patients did I see 
day. Not how many patients got narcotics a day; how many patients 
did I see a day. I said approximately 30. There are not 30 patients 
getting narcotics a day; no. That is wrong. 

Senator WeLker. Very well. Now, doctor, did you state to these 
same men, at the same time and the same place, that your adminis- 
tration of narcotic drugs was for pain, nervousness, and to a large 
extent given to a number of alcoholics which had come to see you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Those words are twisted for a purpose by them. 

Senator We.ker. Well, I can’t hear you, doctor; if you will speak 
up, sir. 

Dr. FriepENBeRG. Those words are twisted for a purpose. 

Senator WeL_Ker. Do you mean the officers twisted them or [ did? 

Dr. FriepenserG. That last phrase, if you will repeat that, that 
is not correct. “Large number of alcoholics’—it doesn’t say large 
number of alcoholics. 

Senator WeLKrr. Read the statement to him. 

The Reporter (reading) 

Now, doctor, did you state to these same men, at the same time and the same 
place, that your administration of narcotic drugs was for pain, nervousness, and 
to a large extent given to a number of alcoholics which had come to see you? 

Dr. FrrepenrerG. Those words: “large extent’? were put there for 
emphasis, which I did not say. 

Senator WeLker. Did you say ‘to a large number of alcoholics” 
who came to see you? 

Dr. Frrepenrerc. What I did say was that I do have quite a 
few—a large number of alcoholics. 

Senator WeLker. Very well. Did yousay anything to these gentle- 
men about administering narcotics to a large number of alcoholics 
coming to see you? 

Dr. Fripenrere. I did say that I used it in alcoholics. I have a 
large number of alcoholics, but that didn’t mean every time I saw an 
alcoholic, he got a narcotic. 

Senator We._kser. You did tell these gentlemen you administered 


narcotics to a large number of alcoholics who called upon you for pro- 
fessional services; is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepenrerG. But that is giving it 

Senator WrLker. Now, answer the question. 

Dr. FerepenrerG. The way it is worded, it is giving a wrong im- 
pression that every time I saw an alcoholic they got a narcotic. That 
is a false impression. 

Senator WeLker. Dr. Friedenberg, did you state to these same 
people at the same time and the same place, that you administered 
narcotics to alcoholics and persons suffering nervous disorders, as a 
means of comforting them? 

Dr. FriepenrerG. The word “comforted,” no. I did not use the 
word “comfort.” That I did not say. 

Senator Wreiker. Well, what did you say? 

Dr. FrrepenBerc. I have used it in certain—— 
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Senator WeLKER. I ask you what did you say. You said 
comfort.”” What did you say? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I am sure I didn’t use the word “comforted.” 
The exact words I used I don’t know, but I know I didn’t use the word 
“comfort.” 

Senator Wertker. Perhaps I am wrong. You correct me and tell 
me what word you did use. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Where I did use it in nervous cases or alcoholic 
cases, those cases needed it at the time it was given but I did not use 
it to comfort them; no, I did not. 

Senator Danie. Senator Welker asks you, did you tell these 
officers who visited you that you used these narcotic drugs in such 
cases to comfort the patients? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Not to comfort; no, sir, I did not. 

Senator Daniev. Did you tell the officers that you did it to comfort 
the patients? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, no, not for comfort. 

Senator WeLKkEeR. What is the medical meaning of the word 
‘s-e-d-a-t-i-o-n’’? 

Dr. FrRreEDENBERG. The meaning of it is to quiet. 

Senator WeLker. What is the difference between ‘“‘quiet’’ 
‘“‘comfort’’? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. A person, if upset, whether mentally or other- 
wise, you quiet him. Comfort is to give a mental satisfaction. 
There is a big difference. 

Senator WELKER. There may be to you, but to an attorney who 
is up here, there isn’t a great deal, Doctor, so I don’t want to argue 
with you, 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. There may be nothing wrong with you— 
I won’t say you, but anyone. They take a drink and feel good. 
That would be to comfort them. 

Senator WELKER. I won’t argue that. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But there is a difference. 

Senator We.kerR. Doctor, do you have any idea where, in this 
space of time, wherein these officers I have named to you and who 
interviewed you on June 3, 1954, when you submitted to them a list 
of the volume of narcotics you had used, do you have any idea where 
you were able to use and dispense by your own hand that volume of 
narcotics? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Do I know where—will you please repeat the 
question for me? I didn’t quite get your question. 

Senator Weiker. Where and to whom, Doctor, you expended by 
your own hand—inject, in other words—a large volume of narcotics, 
2,600 grains or quarter grains of morphine sulfate? 

Dr. FriepDENBERG. I have a list containing 300 names. 

Senator Weiker. And you have a list of how many times they 
called on you and how many times you gave them narcotics? 

Dr. FriepensBera. No, I do not have that. 

Senator WELKER. Why didn’t you have it? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Because, as I explained before, according to 
the Federal Code, it said it wasn’t necessary, and I didn’t. That is 
the reason. 

Senator WeLKeER. And you are able to tell us by your charts, here, 
as to when you gave vitamin B, and sleeping tablets, but you are not 


“not 


and 
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able to give us one single instance of a time wherein you administered, 
with the needle held in your own hand, narcotic drugs to a patient? 

Dr. FriepenBerG. I[ can’t answer the question if you ask me how 
much B, I gave. 

Senator WeL_kER. You were careful enough to put vitamin B,; down, 
weren’t you? 

Dr. FrRreEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Weiker. Doctor, tell me this: Have you been more or less 
uniform in your bookkeeping there? A man who has been in the 
profession as long as you have been, no doubt you establish certain 
habits and routines and keep your books more or less the same? 

Dr. FrrepensereG. I keep them more or less the same, yes. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Doctor, will you tell me this: Why was it 
that you only listed “hypo,” “hypo,” “hypo,” “hypo,” “hypo,” 
“hypo,” and not down until February 11, 1949, did you change and 
put what the hypo was, namely, “hypo, B-complex’’? Why did you 
skip, from November 15, 1948, until February 11, 1949, before you 
ever identified one of the hypo injections? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I don’t know why. 

Senator Weiker. Well, you were consistent from that time on; 
weren’t you? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. More or less; not too consistent. 

Senator WeLker. Was there any reason, Doctor, why you omitted 
stating what you inject the patient with? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator WELKER. No reason whatsoever? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No reason. 

Senator Weiker. Doctor, when did you first know that this girl 
became a prostitute? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. In my early days of my first visits to her. | 
can’t tell you exactly. 

Senator Wetker. Early days of your first visit? That is rather 
vague, and I wish you would help me out a little bit and be more 
specific. 

Dr. FrrepenperaG. As our chairman asked me, it was developed 
within the first year. I would say definitely within the first 6 months. 
Probably that is about as close as I can get. 

Senator Weiker. About the first 6 months? 

Dr. Frrepensere. If I saw my first card, I might be able—if | 
might refresh my mind from the first card, I might be able to give you 
a little more definite statement on that. 

Senator We.ker. I realize it could be one way or the other on this 
matter. You realized she had become a prostitute—— 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Because if that first card says 3132 16th Street 
NW., that is when she opened up her own house. 

Senator WreLKeEr. She opened up her own house? 

Dr. Frrepenpera. Yes, for the carrying on of prostitution. 

Senator WELKER. You visited that house quite often—I mean as a 
professional man? 

Dr. FrrepensBera. I visited it as a professional man; ves, sir. 

Senator WeLker. I didn’t expect to give any inference to you, 
Doctor, derogatory to you at all. In that regard, the question was 


unfortunate that I asked. I meant to convey your visiting there as a 
professional man. 
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Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I understood that; ves, sir. 

Senator WeL_ker. When did you start visiting this lady in a profes- 
sional capacity, at her own house? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. | mean that is the first time she had a place of 
her own, whether she carried on this 

Senator WELKER. Did you visit her at any other place, whether it 
was her own or not, where she carried out her trade as a prostitute? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WeL_kerR. Where? 

Dr. FrrepeNnBERG. Well, the address is on that first card, there, 
the first two, there. The two addresses before that address. One 
is on Vermont Avenue, and the other on Irving Street. 

Mr. IreLtan. May the witness borrow that first exhibit, Mr. 
Chairman? May we borrow that for the witness to use? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. In fact, she was compelled to move from 3132 
16th Street. The agent himself made her move because she was 
carrying on prostitution. 

(The card requested by Mr. Irelan was furnished the witness.) 

Senator WeLker. The patient carried on her trade as a prostitute 
and a drunk at the same time; is that right? 

Mr. FrrepensperG. [| didn’t hear the last few words. 

Senator WeLker. The patient carried on her trade as a prostitute 
and a drunk at the same time? 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. At times when she was so drunk she had to 
close up—that is, she wouldn’t see anybody for a while when she was 
quite bad off, and sometimes that would go on for a week or so when 
she wasn’t able to carry on her work. 

Senator WeL_KEerR. And you administered to her to alleviate her 
pain and her stress, did you? 

Dr. Fr1eDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeL_kKer. Doctor, how much money did you charge this 
patient? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. I| charged her $5 for home visits. 

Senator WeLKer. Five dollars for home visits? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. How many at the office? 

Dr. FrR1gEDENBERG. She only rarely saw me at the office. 

Senator WeLker. She rarely saw you at the office? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Except like some special test being done, be- 
cause she was always busy and undressed, carrying on her trade, and 
it was inconvenient for her to come to the office. 

Senator WELKER. I take it your testimony is that being drunk 
and being a prostitute, she had no time for anything else; is that 
right? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Practically so. 

Senator Wre_kER. Did you every do anything to discourage this 
sick woman from her prostitution? _ 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Yes; I did tell her. I would warn her. I even 
had her in George Washington Hospital, 1 think it was four times. 
It could have been 3; it could have been 5. 

Senator WELKER. Did she ever tell you that she was carrying on 
the trade of a prostitute in order to pay you your fees? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. She was carrying that on before she ever met 
me. 
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Senator WELKER. Did you ever hear her say to you that she was 
carrying on her trade as a prostitute to pay your fee? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; she never did say that. 

Senator WELKER. Did you ever discuss anything about fees and 
prostitution? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I discussed prostitution to the extent thet it 
was very bad for her. As far as the fee, I did expect her to pay cash 
because any alcoholic is a bad financial risk; any alcoholic. 

Senator WELKER. Now, we are getting into something I want to 
know a lot about. You insisted that this witness, who appeared 
before us heretofore, pay you in cash. That is right; isn’t it? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Most of my practice is cash. 

Senator WELKER. I[ am asking you with respect to this witness. 

Dr. FRIrEDENBERG. There is no difference between her and 75 
percent of my other practice. 

Senator WeLker. Answer my question, please. There is no reason 
for us to fuss about words. You insisted that the witness pay you in 
cash on every call and every visit? 

Dr. FrirpENBERG. I did not insist. I requested it. I didn’t 
always get paid in cash. 

Senator Weiker. When didn’t you get paid in cash? What 
months? 

Dr. FrieEDENBERG. Sometimes I didn’t get paid at all, to be frank 
with you. 

Senator WeLkKreR. You went back to work for her later on, didn’t 
you? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Well, yes. We do that in medicine. 

Senator WELKER. I thought you stated a moment ago they were 
bad credit risks and you insisted upon cash. 

Dr. FrigDENBERG. Yes, that is why we 

Senator Weiker. Notwithstanding the fact that this witness A 
had not paid her bill to you, you had no reluctance to go back and 
treat her time and time and time again thereafter, did you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I have done that with other patients, too. 

Senator WELKER. Now, please answer my question, Doctor. 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. Well, yes, that is true. What I am getting at, 
all doctors have people who owe us money. Whether we have a cash 
practice or not. And because they do owe us money, most of us 
doctors will see them again later on, even though they owe us money. 

Senator WreLKErR. That is in the code of ethics for a medical man. 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. Now, how much money did witness A give you? 

Dr. Frrepensera. I think it was around $400. Between $350 
and $400. 

Senator WELKER. You are somewhat low on that, aren’t you, 
Doctor? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I don’t know that it is low, but I think that is 
about what it is. 

Senator WELKER. It could be a little over a thousand? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, no. 

Senator WELKER. Why are you so sure about that? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I only had about a half hour this morning and 
I tried to consult my records on that. What I actually have down 
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here—I don’t know how accurate it is but I think I have around $365. 
I think it is a little bit more than that. 

Senator WELKER. When did she last become indebted to you? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I would say probably about May of 1954. 
When you say last indebted, you mean the last time she didn’t pay? 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I think it would be the last of May or the first 
part of June. 

Senator WeLksur. Then she became indebted to you quite heavily, 
I would take it. You say $350 to $400. She says a thousand dollars; 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It is not a thousand dollars; no. 

Senator WELKER. Justa moment. For times prior to May of 1954. 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. Prior; yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. But yet you continued to treat her? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, yes; just like I said with her and with other 
patients I have, too. 

Senator WELKER. There are places to send indigent patients here 
in the District who can’t pay a medical fee? Is that true? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. That is true, but we still don’t send them all to 
Gallinger. 

Senator Wre.ker. Do you have to send them all to Gallinger? 

Dr. FrrepenBereG. As far as indigent patients are concerned 
because the other hospitals are not reimbursed by the District and 
they stopped taking most of them. 

Senator WeLker. Gallinger could have treated this witness A just 
about as well as you did, couldn’t they? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I guess they could have; ves, if she would have 
gone to Gallinger. 

Senator WeLKerR. You assumed the risk of letting this girl get in 
debt to you, from your figures—$350 to $400—from her sworn testi- 
mony, better than $1,000—and didn’t cut her off and send her to 
Gallinger? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator WeLKeR. Why didn’t you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, any patient 

Senator WELKER. You didn’t do that, did you? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. No; I did not. 

Senator WeLKer. Why didn’t you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. First, even when I put her in the hospital, she 
wouldn’t got to Gallinger. When I put her in George Washington 
she wouldn’t go to Gallinger. 

Mr. Irevan. I think the witness should be allowed to finish his 
answer, Senator. You asked why. 

Senator Wetker. I don’t think it was responsive, but very well, 
counselor, I want to get along with you. 

Incidentally, while he is getting ready to finish his answer, would 
you send up the rest of the exhibits, please. 

Mr. Iretan. Oh, yes. I think all seven of them are there. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Another thing, if you are familiar with Gallinger, 
Gallinger won’t treat drunks just because they are drunk. They 
won’t treat them. A drunk or an alcoholic is on his own mercy in 
Washington, D.C. The only treatment that an alcoholic can get is 
either from a private physician, or none at all, or has to go into DT’s 
or have an alcoholic psychosis, to get into Gallinger* 

71515—56—pt. 4 —11 
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Senator We_krerR. What does Gallinger treat people for? Let’s be 
perfectly frank. 

Dr. FrrmpENBERG. You can go into all of the investigations of 
Gallinger and everything else, but 

Senator Wreiknur. I-am as sincere as I can be. After all, I came 
from 3,000 miles away and I want to find out for this record. Now. 
you are an expert on this matter. Now, you tell me what Gallinger 
treats people for. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is one of the deficits of the city here. We 
have no treatment for alcoholics. 

Senator WELKER. What does Gallinger treat patients for? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. They are supposed to treat them for everything. 

Senator We.Lker. For everything? 

Dr. FrrepenBereG. For everything. 

Senator Weiker. All right. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But it is their policy not to accept alcoholics, 
as alcoholics, unless there is some complication. 

Senator WeL_KeR. How about nervousness? 

Dr. FrrepensperG. On what they call borderline nervousness; no, 
they will also not treat. 

Senator WreLker. Let’s go over borderline. Let’s get real nervous- 
ness, wherein you may have given narcotics for the nervousness, 
according to your own testimony. 

Dr. FriepenBERG. When you give what I am referring to when | 
said narcotics, it is one time. That doesn’t mean you give it day in 
and day out. 

Senator WeLKER. You couldn’t qualify yourself to Senator Daniel. 
He took you into examination on that. said in your opinion you 
never gave over two injections. Am I right, Doctor? 

Dr. FrrepEenBERG. To this individual, on any one day. To this 
individual on any one day. That was it. When a person is nervous 
that doesn’t mean you are going to give them a narcotic every day 
and I didn’t wish to convey that impression of this patient or any 
other patient. 

Senator WeL_ker. I am merely trying to build this record as 
honestly and fairly as I can, Doctor. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. When you talk about nervousness you get a 
person in what we call a nervous tantrum. They are maniacal. 
That is a temporary condition. . It calls for temporary, stern measures, 
and unless you take those temporary, stern measures, anything can 
happen either to that patient or anyone in the presence of that patient. 
Therefore, if you administer a narcotic at that time, it is perfectly 
O. K., in my estimation. 

I can cite an instance where two policemen were wrestling with one 
of my patients trying to subdue them. I would make another state- 
ment but I don’t think it would be proper for the police force. I 
walked right in there and gave that patient a hypodermic in front of 
their eyes and quieted the patient and then took the patient down to 
George Washington because the police were unable to handle him. 
That was perfectly justifiable in my estimation. 

Senator WeLxer. I don’t think anyone would argue with you on 
that. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That is what I mean when I gave it for nerv- 
ousness. In these maniacal tantrums. ] 
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Senator WELKER. I am one of those people who believe that drugs 
really are of God-given benefit to the profession of medicine and to 
the human race, when it is used legally. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. But I certainly disagree when it is used illegally. 

Now, Doctor, I wonder why it is that you were so careful in your 
reports, that on May 9, 1949, you happened to write down the exact 
number of units of procaine that you administered and gave to this 
patient, namely, 300,000. 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. That was in the early days of the use of pen- 
icillin. I think most doctors were doing that, because we were— 
it was @ new medicine and we weren’t sure just how it was working 
sufficiently, or insufficiently, so as it was the custom in those days, to 
put down—and even today, because we are beginning to use huge 
amounts of penicillin, that is, 600,000, or a million units at a time. 

Senator WELKER. Doctor, there is no practitioner who knows the 
exact way a patient will react to the use of narcotic drugs, either, do 
they? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Not unless you have had a patient under your 
care to observe it, but that—— 

Senator WELKER. Just a moment. Now, you have entered into 
something I would like to interrogate you about. You had this 
lady for a long time to observe, didn’t you? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Yet not once did you write down one thing about 
her reaction to any narcotic drug, whether it was once or 10,000 times 
that you administered the drug. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I think in treating most all patients, most 
doctors, we don’t write down the reactions to medicines unless the 
reactions are unfavorable. They are allergic to it. Then we may. 
Even in hospitals, there is usually no note unless there is a reason to 
put it. Every time a medicine is given there is not a notation of what 
happens, or the effect of that medicine, unless something abnormal 
happens, then we do. 

Senator WeLker. How would you know whether it abnormally 
happened? You dropped in, gave the shot and left, didn’t you? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, but probably the next time you saw the 
patient, they would tell you. 

Senator WELKER. Supposing that shot happened to have made her 
a drug addict, do you suppose she would have told you then? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Well, one shot wouldn’t. 

Senator WeLker. One shot wouldn’t? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. No. 

Senator WeLker. How many would make a drug addict? 

Dr. Fr1rEDENBERG. It usually takes quite a bit but even then 

Senator WELKER. Can you tell me about how many, Doctor? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Nobody can tell you that. No one can tell you 
that. 

Senator WELKER. One could do it, or ten could do it? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Nobody could answer that question. 

Senator WeLKer. Nobody could tell you that? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator Wetker. Doctor, I will withhold further questioning. 
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The distinguished Senator from Wyoming must leave for the floor 
and I will withhold my further interrogation while he interrogates. 

Senator DanieL. Senator O’Mahoney 

Senator O’Manoney. Doctor, as I recall the testimony which has 
been given this morning, practice in the District of Columbia and 
under the Federal Narcotics Law is that a doctor must advise the 
Federal authorities of the quantity of narcotics which he purchases 
during a given period. I think it is a year, is it not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Federal narcotic agents then visit the doctor’s 
office at stated times and examine his inventory on hand? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeERG. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. Deducting the amount of the inventory on 
hand from the amount purchased, according to the report of the 
Federal agency and that leaves the amount which was used by the 
physician. Is that right? 

Dr. FriepenserG. That is right, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. This does not include, however, whatever 
amount the doctor may have authorized patients to use by writing 
prescriptions. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That is right, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. So a doctor who has bought X ounces of 
narcotics may at the same time, by prescription, have distributed to 
his patients, considerably more than that? 

Dr. FrrepenseErG. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonery. The figures before this committee, as I 
understand it, have developed a total of the amount which you 
admittedly have dispensed during a certain period—what was that 

eriod? 
: Dr. FriepENBERG. One year. From 1953, June 1953, to June 1954. 

Senator O’Manoney. During the fiscal year 1954. That is the 
year ending on June 30, 1954; 1,593 grains, is that your recollection? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I think that is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Can you estimate how many additional 
grains you distributed by prescription? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. As far as I can recollect, none. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you did write prescriptions? 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. Of course, empirin with codeine, that is entirely 
separate. That is not morphine. That is not connected with any 
of those. A cough medicine may contain some, but I didn’t write 
any prescriptions as what we call a pure narcotic. That is narcotic 
by itself. 

Senator O’Maunoney. Your testimony is that you did not write 
any prescriptions for narcotics, alone? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. With the one exception of the tablets demerol 
and in my estimation a tablet of demerol is not as powerful as an 
empirin with codeine. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you did distribute by prescription 
narcotics mixture with other drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Usually a cough medicine or an analgesic like 
a mixture of codeine and aspirin or empirin. 

Senator O’Manoney. Will you estimate for us how much narcotics 
you distributed in that manner by prescription? 








SS Sr eee ve 


we 


aS = 


ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 967 


Dr. FrrEDENBERG. That would be quite difficult. Although like I 
say, doctors don’t consider those types of narcotics in the same 
‘category as the morphine type, or the dilaudid. They don’t con- 
sider them in the same category. 

A person would have a bad headache or menstrual cramp. We 
often give empirin with codeine. It is a widely used thing by all 
doctors. It still comes under the narcotic law because it contains 
codeine. At the same time if you order some codeine in a cough 
medicine that also comes under the narcotic law, and practically 
most all cough medicines contain a certain amount of codeine. Prac- 
tically every cough medicine. Some of them are slightly modified. 

Senator O’Manoney. During what period have you been practic- 
ing medicine and using narcotics? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I| guess from the very first time I opened up an 
office. 

Senator O’Manonry. Would you say that you have used an ex- 
cessive amount of narcotics? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. In my estimation, no. 

Senator O’Manoney. I heard the chairman ask you this morning 
to compare the number of grains which you acknowledged to have 
used during this fiscal year 1954, namely 1953, with the amount used 
in Casualty Hospital, which was only 894. 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. Well, I can’t explain that, sir, I really can’t. I 
don’t know Casualty too well. 

Senator O’Manongy. That is almost twice as much as the Casualty 
Hospital. 

Dr. FrigEDENBERG. Knowing my experiences in hospitals, they 
usually use it very, very freely. I don’t know about Casualty, itself. 

Senator O’Manonery. You testified about Gallinger Hospital not 
using narcotics for alcoholics. That might account for some differ- 
ence. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But Gallinger has a lot of cancer cases and 
I can’t understand why they don’t use it. If they are going to let 
the patient suffer without giving them the relief which they are 
entitled to, that in my estimation is bad medicine and Gallinger is 
supposed to have a lot of cancer patients. 

Senator O’Manoney. Let’s not discuss bad medicine, as yet. This 
committee is not a medical committee, exactly. 

You did distribute in this year almost twice as much narcotics as 
did the Casualty Hospital. Now, let me ask you how do you think 
that amount of distribution by you compares with the distribution by 
other doctors of your acquaintence? 

Dr. FrrepensereG. That, I won’t be able to answer, because really 
I don’t know what the other doctors are doing. Except I know, talk- 
ing to friends and some of the other doctors about—like I say, when 
they have to give narcotics a lot of them write the prescriptions for 
the patients, and that is one thing that I set aside from my early 
practice—at the beginning of my practice, I took the policy that I 
would rather administer it to them than write prescriptions and that is 
how I felt was a fairer way of treating patients. 

Senator O’Manoney. Doctors have different specialties and differ- 
ent types of patients, of course. You don’t take certain cases, as I 
understand it. What would you say is the predominant type of 
disability that you have handled in your Asnerdl pwagtioa? 
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Dr. FrrepenBercG. Well, of course, during that year that is in 
question so much, I ran an unusual number of cancer cases for one 
physician. I had three Jung cancers there in 1 year. For one 
physician—and Prof. George Plades of George Washington operated 
on each one of those and they all died, but I ran an unusual number of 
cancer cases for one physician, for that period of time. 

Senator O’Manoney. You are gepverally familiar with the general 
practice of medicine in the District, are you not? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Yes. - 

Senator O’Manoney. You are familiar with the practice of phar- 
macy in the District? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. To a certain extent. 

Senator O’Manonry. Are you familiar with the fact that there are 
addicts of narcotics living in the District and using it? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. Do you know how these addicts get their 
drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, as far as in connection with doctors, they 
will come and tell you all types of stories. That is one way. I have 
had them come into my office. I have never given them a prescription. 

Senator O’Manoney. What sort of story do they tell you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Usually that they have cancer, that they are 
from out of town. 

Senator O’Manoney. That they have cancer? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. That they have cancer, they are from out of 
town, Dr. So-and-So has been treating them out of town and they 
are on their way through town and they want some medicine. That 
is their usual story. 

As a rule I tell them if they want it, they will have to go down— 
my office is not far from Emergency Hospital, and I say, ‘You go 
down to Emergency Hospital and see them.’”’ That has been my 
attitude. 

Senator O’Manoney. As for the addicts who are in town, how do 
you handle them? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeERG. I don’t handle them. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you not regard this person about whom 
so much testimony has been taken as an addict? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; not as a drug addict, no. Not as a narcotics 
addict; no. 

Senator O’Manonery. Have you any idea how much narcotics are 
distributed in the District of Columbia? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. No, I don’t. 

Senator O’Manonry. Do you have any idea of how many phy- 
sicians practice this business of administering narcotics and barbi- 
turates and the like, as you did, by personal administration? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. I would imagine any doctor doing general 

ractice would have opportunities and does, from time to time, do 
both. It is nothing but normal and natural. That is the normal 
practice of medicine. A doctor practicing general medicine—now, 
I am not talking about a specialist; there are some doctors who will 
only do, say, obstetrics and nothing else, and even they will give 
barbiturates and they will give narcotics, too, at times. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you regard this particular patient as an 
unusual patient? 
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Dr. FrrepENnBERG. As far as alcoholism and all goes, no; there was 
nothing unusual about her. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you treat a number of alcoholic patients? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Quite a few alcoholic patients; yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Would you treat them in the same way? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. In a general way; yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. If you state in a general way, yes, you could 
also say in a general way, no. Let’s be specific. 

Dr. FrepenBera. In a general way, yes, all the alcoholics you 
have to give them sedatives, you have to build them up, because 
they all have a vitamin deficiency. In fact, one of the theories of 
alcoholism is that there is a vitamin deficiency but in my estimation 
that is not a cause of alcoholism but a result of alcoholism. Until 
you begin giving them vitamins to supplant that, then they begin to 
eat and as they begin to eat you can get them off the alcohol but 
until then you can’t. 

Senator O’Manoney. The two chief types of cases you refer to are 
cancer and alcoholism, and you told me just a moment ago that the 
normal addict who comes into your office will frequently say that he 
has cancer and he is a narcotic. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. In the case of those strangers, as I say——— 

Senator O’Manoney. That is just preliminary: What other types 
besides cancer and alcoholic? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. There are heart cases of various types that need 
it. 

Senator O’Manoney. And you prescribe for heart cases? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Oh, yes. Yes, indeed. 

Senator O’Manonry. How much do you imagine you have dis- 
tributed of narcotics for heart disease? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. The amount would vary with the type of heart 
case you are treating. There are different types of heart cases and in 
general it is temporary. I mean you give it for a while and then you 
don’t give it. I mean that is the way we treat heart diseases. 

Senator O’Manonry. How many such patients as this particular 
person, have you had? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Do you mean of this Miss Pierson case? 

Senator O’Manoney. Of this anonymous case, where we haven’t 
used the name. 

Mr. Frrepensere. Of course, if you classified it just as alcoholic, 
there are some alcoholics. Maybe 2 or 3. But they wouldn’t be 
exactly similar. You put 2 together, 2 gall bladders or 2 heart cases. 
They are not exactly the same. 

Senator O’Manoney. Wasn’t this a rather extraordinary case? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. To a certain extent, yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. You have nothing else to compare with it, 
have you, in your experience? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Oh, no. No. 

Senator O’Manonery. Going on over a number of years. 

Dr. FrrepEnsBEerG. Over a number of years we see all types of 
alcoholics, we see all types of prostitutes, we see all types of everything. 

Senator O’Maunonery. Have you handled all those types? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Alcoholics, some prostitutes, some of everything. 
Every walk of life. 
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Senator O’Manoney. Don’t you think there is some better way, 
as a physician, to treat these unfortunate people, than the way that 
you have been treating them? 

Dr. Frizpenserc. The only way you can treat them—a good way, 
but it is also a temporary way, is to put them in an institution. And 
95 out of 100, as they have found in their alcoholic clinic in the 
District of Columbia, will revert to their former habits. It may be 
higher than 95 percent, but I think that was recently given in statistics, 
You can put a person in an institution for a year and let him come out 
one 95 out of 100 or 90 out of 100 are going to revert to their old 

abits. 

Now, could you put these people in an institution for the rest of 
their life? Can the society stand that? Can they stand the eco- 
nomic burden of it? That is what we are up against, economically 
and socially. It is a problem. 

Senator O’Mauonery. You have no recommendation, then, to make 
to the committee? 

Dr. FriepENnBERG. Institution is the only thing. The same as you 
treat an insane person. That is the only true treatment. And can 
we do it? 

Senator O’Manonsry. Is it your conclusion, then, that whenever a 
physician receives a call from a person who may be determined to be 
an addict, that the way to handle that person is to give them the 
narcotic? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I am sorry I just couldn’t quite hear you and 
I am afraid I may have gotten your words mixed. 

Senator O’Maunoney. I[ will let the reporter read the question. 

The Reporter. “Is it your conclusion, then, that whenever a 
physician receives a call from a person who may be determined to be 
an addict, that the way to handle that person is to give them the 
narcotic?” 

Dr. Frrepenserec. Oh, no. If I knowingly knew a person was an 
addict I wouldn’t treat them at all. 

Senator O’Manoney. Didn’t you know this person was an addict? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. In my estimation she wasn’t, no. She was an 
alcoholic, but not an addict. 

Senator O’Manongy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dante. Senator Welker—— 

Senator We.xker. Doctor, the witness A, the person whom we have 
been interrogating you about, was your patient November 15, 1948, 
to what date? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I would say the first part of June. 

Senator WeLkeEr. June of 1954? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1954; yes, sir. 

Senator We.ixker. And that was about the time you had some 
difficulty with the law here? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. That is correct; yes, sir. ; 

Senator Weixer. Did you ever make a statement to her that she 
was the cause of all this mess—of stirring up the mess? 

Dr. FrrmpENBERG. I never made any such statement to her. 

Senator Wre.xer. Did you make any statement to her about any- 
thing of that nature, even? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I don’t remember making any such statement; 
no, sir. I don’t remember making any such statement. 
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Senator Wetxer. Now, you told me awhile ago, or the chairman, 
that you knew this lady, this witness was a prostitute in about the 
first 6 months that you treated her for drunkenness; is that correct? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator WetKrer. How many times did you examine her for social 
diseases during all of this time? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I guess only about a half dozen times. 

Senator Wreikxer. Where are the certificates that you are required 
to keep? I find only two. One dated April 1, 1952, and I find 
another one dated April 2, 1952. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. We are only supposed to keep those certificates 
or notify the Health Department in case of positive cases. We are 
only supposed to notify the Health Department—we don’t have to 
keep the records, but we are supposed to notify the Health Department 
in case of positives. That is if they have the venereal disease. 

Senator WeLkeEr. It doesn’t say anything on this exhibit, does it, 
about whether it be positive—I am referring now to exhibit 4 and 
exhibit 5, which is numbered series S No. 2328—A-8, dated April 1, 
1952. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. But, they are negative. 

Senator WELKER. Then, why did you keep them? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. They could have been thrown away. They 
could have been thrown away. 

Senator WELKER. Why did you keep these? 

Dr. Frrepensera. I don’t know. There is no explanation for it. 

Senator WELKER. Why did you keep the one dated the day there- 
after, being 9756—K-3, exhibit 5, dated April 2, 1952? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That could have been thrown away, it wasn’t 
necessary to keep it. 

Senator Wreiker. It says on it, does it not, in red: “To be detached 
and retained by the physician.” 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. You are just misunderstanding something. 

Senator WELKER. Well, I don’t misunderstand anything but I read 
word for word what the exhibit states. 

Dr. FrrepeNBERG. Let me explain what it means. It is a long 
card which is attached—a big one and a long one, with a beveled edge. 

Mr. Irexan. I think the witness should be allowed to finish his 
statement. 

Dr. Frreppnpere. I can explain it. 

Senator WELKER. I am just trying to help him out. 

Dr. Frrepensere. If you will allow me to come there I will ex- 
plain just what that means. 

This is from the Health Department, itself. When the doctor 
receives it—that is a beveled edge—and they are one card. We fill 
that part in, detach it, and send it to the Health Department along 
with the specimen. ‘This is retained by the doctor for identification 
purposes. When it comes back to us, it doesn’t contain the patient’s 
name, at all. It is sent back to the Health Department. We will 
match this one with what we retained on our files. It will match this 
ete because I had put her name on here. Then we know whose 
card it 1s. 

As we send this in to the Health Department, this is retained by 
the doctor. But after we once get the report, we can do 1 of 2 things. 
If it is positive, the old law was to have this person report to the 
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Health Department if it is positive. Now, the law is changed that 
we have to make a separate report if it is positive. If it is negative, 
we can do anything with this, at all. 

Senator WELKER. Well, then, I wonder why it doesn’t say, in case 
of negative, that you can destroy this card, here, exhibit 5, instead of 
saying “‘To be detached and retained by the physician.” 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. As you send this in, see—— 

Senator Wetxer. I understand that, but I wonder why that 
printing is on there in red, ‘“To be retained by the physician.” To 
me, that means you are supposed to keep it. 

Dr. Friepenserc. If you sent this whole business in at one time, 
then when the Health Department sent this back you wouldn’t know 
whose card this was. You wouldn’t have any idea because it has no 
name on it. Just like you take the laundry to the Chinaman. He 
gives you half the ticket and they have to match. This serial number 
and that serial number have to match. Just like a laundry ticket. 
That is all it is. 

Senator Werxer. All this time you knew this woman to be a 
prostitute, then, you examined her twice for social disease? 

Dr. FriepensBerG. No, the others were probably destroyed. 

Senator WELKER. How many times did you examine her? 

Dr. FrrepenserGc. About half a dozen times. Every time she 
went into the hospital that is done automatically and she was in the 
hospital four times. 

Senator WreLker. You didn’t pay any attention to her only when 
she went into the hospital? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. There was a check and a Wassermann done 
automatically on every patient. 

Senator WELKER. When she didn’t go into the hospital, you didn’t 
see fit to examine her for social disease? 

Dr. FrrepensBerec. First, she didn’t come to the office for it. 

Senator WeLker. You knew she was a prostitute, she was in your 
hands as your patient. Didn’t you think it was wise and necessary 
that you carry out your profession and examine the girl to see whether 
or not she suffered from some social disease? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Well, it was done six times. 

Senator WreLkeEr. In a little over 6 years. 

Dr. FriepEenBERG. That is right, yes. 

Senator WELKER. Doctor, a moment ago, you made a statement 
that I would like clarified. I am not arguing with you about it, be- 
cause I know nothing of your profession and I would like to go a little 
further into it: You stated im response to a question of Senator 
O’Mahoney 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I didn’t hear that. 

Senator WeL_xer. That you gave barbiturates to build up the 

atient. 
r Dr. FrrepenBEeRrG. No, I said vitamins. Not barbiturates. 

Senator Wrecker. I will have to check the record with you on that, 
because it probably was a mistake, then, if you say so. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. If I said barbiturates 

Senator WreLxer. As a matter of fact, Seconal, phenobarbital or 
any of the others under that classification—coal tar derivatives, | 
pe they are—as a matter of fact, they tear down the patient, don’t 
they? 
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Dr. FRIEDENBERG. That is correct. 

Senator WeL_ker. They make them into a weakened condition all 
during that time? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Not 

Senator WreL_Ker. Answer me, now. Don’t give me a speech. 
Answer that question. 

Dr. FrrepenBeErG. Not if they are taken for what they are supposed 
and as they are supposed—they will help a patient. That is why 
they are on the market and that is why they were primarily put on 
the market. 

Senator WELKER. Now answer me this, medically, giving me the 
best of your ability as a medical man— isn’t it a fact that barbiturates 
deteriorate and tear down the physical structure of a human being? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Only in excess. When a person is ill or sick, 
or can’t rest, rest is a primary thing to build up the body. Barbitu- 
rates were primarily put on the market forsleep. That is the primary 
interest—with the exception of phenobarbital, which has more of a 
quieting effect. 

You take a person who is ill, or seriously ill—as in the case of 
Senator Johnson, if he gets to sleep it builds up his body. 

Senator WreLkeErR. You know it is common medical practice that a 
person addicted to the use of alcohol could eat handsful of phenobar- 
bital and seconal and never get an hour’s sleep. That is a fact, 
isn’t it? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is true, the barbiturates weaken them and 
do not cause sleep, that is true. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. You administered these things to this patient? 

Dr. FrrepensBere@. Not for that 

Senator WeLkerR. No, I think that she couldn’t get any sleep or 
rest or help. 

_Dr. Frrepenserc. They will get sleep and rest the way they were 
given. 

Senator WELKER. A moment ago, you told me that an alcoholic 
couldn’t sleep. I even asked the exaggerated question that they 
could have handsful of them and probably not sleep. They would 
probably kill themselves if they used handsful, but say 3 or 4 or 5 or 6? 

Dr. Friepensere. If they get excess amounts, it works contrary 
to what it will do in therapeutic doses. In therapeutic doses, they 
will bring sleep and that is what my treatment was for. 

For instance, this patient A, or patient X that you have been 
talking about, she had very small amounts and very infrequent 
amounts of the seconal, or the phenobarbital. The sodium luminol, 
which is the same as phenobarbital, in a little better form, is a nerve 
quieter, given very frequently to children, to others, maybe to some 
members right here, three times a day for nervousness. A common 
practice, a good practice. I don’t care what you say. A good 
practice, and should be used in certain types of nervousness. 

In the case of an epileptic it should even be used in larger quantities. 

Senator WELKER. We are primarily interested in something else 
but I am glad to get your discourse on sleeping pills, because I was 
unable to understand why you prescribed and gave to this witness A, 
something that at least one member of the committee feels was a 
large volume of phenobarbital, seconal and nembutal. 

Dr. Frrepensere. No. 
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Senator Wetker. Well, now, that is a question of fact and we will 
resolve it here later. 

And yet at the same time you administered by injection, a shot 
called by you, vitamin B, or vitamin B-complex. Now, doctor, 
did you successfully treat the patient, witness A? Was she a cured 
woman when she left you? 

Dr. FriepenserG. We get them over what we call episodes. All 
alcoholics—— 

Senator Wetxer. I am asking you now, doctor, did you cure her 
of her “episode” or whatever you call it, drunkenness, or anything 
else? Now answer me. 

Dr. Frrepensera. No doctor has cured a case of alcoholism. The 
patients will cure themselves if they so see fit. A doctor can get a 
person over the episode of alcoholism. 

Senator We.ker. Let me ask you this, then: Did you ever get the 
patient over the episode of alcoholism? 

Dr. Frrepensere. Yes. But there were many repeated episodes, 

Senator Wretkxer. And when she left your clientele, was a over 
the episode of alcoholism? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I don’t think so, no. 

Senator WeLixgerR. You don’t think so? 

Dr. Frrrpensere. I don’t think so, no. 

Senator WreLker. You do know it to be « fact, though, don’t you, 
that witness A was not only cured of drinking but she was cured of 
being a dope addict in just a little over a week by a famous doctor 
here in the District of Columbia by the name of Dr. Benjamin. Do 
you know that? 

Dr. Frrepenserea. I don’t think any person has ever been cured 
of alcoholism, or drug addiction in 1 week. If anyone is cured, it is a 
miracle, but I say it isn’t. 

Senator Wre.xer. Very well. At least she appeared here yesterday 
and gave some testimony and was subjected to very vigorous interro- 
gation on the part of Senator Daniel and myself. She wasn’t in the 
condition that you related a moment ago—naked and stripped and not 
even able to come to your office, doctor. Or apparently somebody 
got her over an episode. 

Dr. FriepenserG. Probably an episode, yes, but let’s see what a 
week from now or so will be. 

Senator Wre.xer. Do you want to say under oath that a week from 
now she will be back on dope and back on liquor? 

Mr. IrRELAN. Senator, that is 

Senator We.ker. I have put up with 

Mr. Irevtan. That is not a fair question. The witness cannot say. 

Senator WeLKeEr. Now, Mr. Irelan, let me acquaint you with one 
senatorial rule. I have been as courteous to you as possible. You 
are here as a guest of this committee and we want to treat you with 
courtesy, because you have been my friend since I have been in 
Washington, but counsel, you know, is not permitted to object, and 
if you will just walk up here or send me a note if I get out of line, | 
will be very happy. 

Mr. Irevan. Well, Senator, may I reason with you, then? 

Senator WeLker. You can reason with me but I don’t like your 
jumping up and objecting when I am trying to interrogate this wit- 
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ness. It is never done in congressional hearings. You know you are 
here as a guest of the committee. 

Mr. Irewan. I realize that. 

Senator WeLKer. And the only thing you can take part in is when 
your client asks for some advice, and that is all. 

Mr. IreLan. But Senator, you asked this witness if he would take 
an oath of whether another person will or will not do a certain thing. 

Senator WELKER. Now, why don’t you wait until a proper time to 
defend your client? 

Mr. Irewan. I think this is a proper time. 

Senator We.ker. I| think another time will arise when you should 
defend him. 

I am trying to get this picture. Certainly you, as the great lawyer 
you are, Mr. Irelan, know that this committee has a tremendous 
responsibility in view of this testimony, and we are trying to build 
this record. We are trying to build it right. We are trying to be 
fair with your client. 

Mr. IrELAN. I want to see a fair record, Senator. 

Senator WELKER. I want to see it fair, too, but I don’t want you 
jumping up and interfering with my interrogation, Mr. Irelan. 

Mr. Iretan. I feel I must. 

Senator WELKER. You are not going to do it, as far as the Senator 
from Idaho is concerned. 

Mr. Irextan. I submit it to the chairman. 

Senator WeLker. I don’t care whether it is submitted to the 
chairman or not, I am going to do the interrogation. 

Mr. Iretan. And I object. 

Senator Dante. Go ahead with your questions. 

Senator WELKER. Dr. Friedenberg, what reason can you give the 
committee why Witness A would come before us and testify under oath 
that you made her a dope addict? 

Dr. FrrepEeNBERG. The only reason I might know—lI’d better con- 
sult my attorneys, first. 

Senator WELKER. Go right ahead. 

(The witness consulted with Messrs. Irelan and Ackerly.) 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. | don’t know what was in her mind to make 
her act that way. 

Senator Wre.ker. Did you ever have any trouble with her at all, 
other than the fact that she owed you some money—at least from the 
way you testified, you didn’t have any fuss with her over that? 

Dr. FrrepensereG. No; I did not. 

Senator WeLker. You can figure no reason whatsoever? 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. No. 

Senator Wetker. As to why this witness would come here and 
swear that you made her a dope addict? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeERG. | didn’t make her a dope addict. 

Senator WeLKker. No; I am saying what she said. You denied 
that, so I am trying to frame the question. I hope that is fair, Mr. 
Trelan. 

Mr. Irevan. I haven’t objected. 

Senator WELKER. She said you made her a dope addict. You ean 
give no reason why this woman would appear here before a congres- 
sional committee and give this shocking testimony about you? 

Dr. FrrepenBercG. No; I don’t know what was in her mind. 
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Senator WreLker. You don’t know what was in her mind? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I might have certain thoughts that may be 
possibilities but I guess it is not fair to make those kind of statements, 
what might be in my mind. I don’t know what is in her mind. 

Senter We ker. Would it be over the amount of money she owes 
you? 

Dr. Frrepenserac. I don’t think so, because I put no pressure on 
her to collect it. Now, as far as that goes, she owes Dr. Marland, 
also, and I know Dr. Marland gave it to a credit agency, because she 
showed me the letter and was incensed about it. 

Senator We ker. Did Dr. Marland treat her for being a drunk, 
too? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. He operated on her. He also has a doctor son. 
Either one of them—sometimes he, and sometimes the son have also 
treated her for being drunk, yes, that is true. 

Senator We.ker. Well, how many times, if you know? 

Dr. Frrepensera. I don’t know. 

Senator WreLker. We will try to find out that for you, Doctor. 

As far as you know, there is no reason, no tangible reason or any 
reason of any substance that would make a fellow human being come 
here and swear under oath and testify that here a man permitted to 
practice one of the greatest professions in the world, had made him 
a dope addict? 

(The witness consulted with Messrs. Irelan and Ackerly.) 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. This has entered my mind. 

Senator WeLker. Louder, Doctor. 

Dr. Friepenser@G. This has eatered my mind. 

Senator WELKER. When did it enter your mind, after your consulta- 
tion with your counsel? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Oh, no, I just had consultation to find out 
whether I should say this to the committee, or not. 

Senator Wetker. A perfectly legitimate reason, sir. 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. Pressure had been put on another prostitute 
to come to testify against me. That I know, by the police. There 
wasn’t any reason for it because I had only seen that patient twice 
in a whole year, but they did put pressure because it was a known 
prostitute. And this party was also a known prostitute. She has 
never been arrested but I feel that pressure was put on her to come 
and testify. 

Senator Wetker. Allright. Pressure was put on another prostitute 
to come and testify against you for injecting narcotics into them. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. i saw that patient twice in 1 year, and she was 
beaten up by her husband both times. 

Senator WeLker. And you gave her narcotics, did you? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes; but it was necessary. That patient was 
in bad pain. 

Senator WELKER. Did you finish your answer? 

Dr. FrrepenBEeRG. That patient had bruises from her head to her 
feet, and it was indicated, and I gave it. Because she was a prostitute, 
that didn’t mean she should not receive treatment. 

Senator WELKER. Right. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. But I do know that the police went to her and 
threatened her and tried to get her to come and testify. I think that 
was done in this case. 
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Senator WELKER. What member of the police department? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. The narcotics squad. 

Senator WELKER. Was it the captain in charge? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No. No. 

Senator WeLKer. Let’s have the name. You know all about it, 
apparently. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, I don’t know which one. I don’t know 
whether it was Raboy or Gabrys. One or the other. 

Senator WELKER. Do you mean to tell me that these men would 
try to bring pressure upon the fallen woman to testify against you on 
a narcotics charge, to get even with you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, it happened. 

Senator WELKER. It happened, doctor? Why would it happen? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I don’t know, just like you asked me where this 
party—I don’t know why. 

Senator WeLkrer. Why would the narcotics squad of the Metro- 
politan Police Department have anything against you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. They probably were trying to find out where the 
medicine was used; they probably thought it was misused in that case, 
and were trying to bring pressure but there wasn’t anything illegiti- 
mate about my practice. 

Senator WreL_ker. When did you first disclose this matter to any 
person, about the pressure being brought upon this other person? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I think I told my attorney some time ago. 

Senator WreLkerR. Was that brought out in public at any time? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Oh, no, never. 

Senator WELKER. Now, the pressure brought upon the other prosti- 
tute whom you had seen twice, was used in a manner to bring pressure 
upon witness A, who testified here before the committee yesterday? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. When you keep asking me why she did it, I say 
that is the only thing that I might answer. Otherwise, 1 don’t know 
what was in her mind. That is the only way I can answer. 

Senator WELKER. Well, do you want to say this, to the best of your 
opinion—I am not going to ask you for a direct statement because 
obviously that would be unfair—to the best of your opinion, pressure 
was brought upon witness A, to testify against you? 

Dr. Frrepensera. I don’t know why she did, but when you keep 
pressing me for it, the only thing that can enter my mind, the only 
possibility that might enter my mind is that it might be that. I 
don’t say it was. 

Senator WELKER. Would you be fair enough 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I have no proof of it. I have no proof of it. 

Senator WeL_ker. Would you = fair enough to submit the name of 
the prostitute whom you treated twice? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I don’t know why I should any more than this 
party should be guarded. 

Senator WELKER. I just wanted to be fair. After all, we are 
seeking fairness and justice. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That was a true doctor-patient relationship and 
it would be very unfair to give that name, and especially keep this 
name—this name if anything should be brought out. Why should 
it be hidden? 

Senator WELKER. Now, you are the champion of your own cause, 
Doctor. Don’t think you are going to put me behind any eight-ball. 
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Dr. Frrepenserc. No. I am sorry. I am not. 

Senator WevLker. If you want to fly up and disclose things, I have 
no control over your answers. Now, [ will just call you, right now. 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. I am sorry. 

Senator Wreixker. If you, the man who is here before this com- 
mittee, if you desire to bring that name out, you go right ahead, as far 
as the Senator from Idaho is concerned. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I will respect the wishes of the committee. 

Senator WeLkrEr. Very well. Now, how much money did witness 
A pay to you during the years that she was receiving the treatment 
from you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Over the 6 or 7—1948-55—of about a 7-year 
period, somewhere in the neighborhood of $3,000. 

Senator Wre._ker. Somewhere in the neighborhood of $3,000. All 
in currency, or cash? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Weiker. No checks? 

Dr. Frrepensere@. I think there were a couple of checks. One of 
eT I remember, bounced back. It was a check of $45 that bounced 

ack. 

Senator We.xer. I thought a while ago that you always insisted 
upon cash for these cases. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. I do for a lot of them, but a lot of them, still, 
I don’t get it. 

Senator Wetxer. After the check bounced back, she never gave 
you any more checks? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. She gave me $25 on the check and left a balance 
of $20, which I never did get, which is true. 

Senator Wetxer. And you never did get some $400 either, did you? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator Weixer. That didn’t cause you great concern. Didn’t 
she pay you between forty and forty-five thousand dollars for the 
years that you treated her? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Absolutely not. 

Senator WreLker. At $5 a clip, 5 or 6 days of treatment, 5 or 6 
injections per day? That would add quite a bit if her story is true, 
wouldn’t it? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I never saw her 5 or 6 times a day. 

Senator We.LKer. I just asked youa little hypothetical question; 
if her testimony be true, the sum of money paid to you would be a 
vast sum, wouldn’t it? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I have to start doing a little figuring, myself. 
The only way I can answer, I never did see her 5 or 6 times a day, 
and I never did get that kind of money. 

Senator WELKER. Now, we are going up and down the hill, but if 
you did see her 5 or 6 days 

Dr. Frrepensera. I didn’t. 

Senator WeLker. As a matter of fact, your record charged $5 or 
$10 a call, did it not? 

Dr. FriepEnBERG. Never $10 a call, no, sir. 

Senator WeLxKer. Did you not tell an officer of the Metropolitan 
Police Department the fact that your usual charge was $5 to $10 a 
call, and the $10 basis being with respect to the lateness of the hour 
when you went to the home of the patient? 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 979 





Dr. FRIreEDENBERG. I never did charge—there is not one charge on 
this patient that has ever been $10. Never. 

Senator WeLKER. When did you ever charge any patient $10? 
I mean on these ordinary house calls? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. Only during this past year or so, and that is 
2 or 3 o’clock in the morning and it is completely warranted. 

There is another case—yes, I go over to Alexandria and I spend 2 
hours of my time. If that is not worth $10, then a doctor shouldn’t 
practice. Even a laborer gets almost that much. 

Senator WELKER. Certainly I am not going to argue with you about 
that. I merely asked you what your fee was, Doctor. I don’t care if 
itis $25 acall. I merely wanted it in the record what your charge was. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. This patient never had a $10 call, No. 1. 

Senator WELKER. She never had a $10 call? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. No. 

Senator WELKER. Did you ever call on her in the wee hours of the 
morning? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. It has sometimes been late at night but even 
then it was only $5, because she was a regular patient. 

Senator WELKER. She was a regular patient? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I mean by that I have had patients for 25 years. 
I may see them once a year, but they are regular patients of mine, 
just the same. 

If I see a patient after midnight, it is $10, yes. Where I spend 2 
hours with a patient, it certainly is worth $10. But none of her calls 
were ever $10. None of hers. 

Senator WreLkeR. Would you say this patient was one of your 
major patients? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, no. 

Senator WeLKer. More or less of a minor patient? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Not a minor, I would call her a patient. 

Senator WELKER. Just a patient? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Just a patient, yes. 

Senator WELKER. And from your own testimony alone, she made 
you about $3,000. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Over a 7-year period, yes. 

Senator WeLker. That is right. And you made no distinction 
between the call when you had to get up out of bed at 3 or 4 o’clock 
in the morning? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I never made a call on her at 3 or 4 o’clock in the 
morning. 

Senator WELKER. Then she was conveniently ill, is that right? 

Dr. FrR1EDENBERG. I have never seen her at 3 or 4 o’clock in the 
morning. I have seen other patients at 3 or 4 o’clock in the morning. 
In fact, up until the time I was taken sick, I worked 20 hours a day, 
7 days a week for a period of 10 years. And that is why—when you 
get these emergency cases in the middle of the night and a person is 
in pain, you don’t give them an aspirin and walk out on them. You 
give them a hypodermic. And any doctor will do the same. 

Senator WELKER. What struck me as being a little funny was that 
this patient would not be ill in the early hours of the morning. It 
would be more or less convenient for the doctor. 
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Dr. FriepensBerG. Early hours of the morning? Well, I wouldn’t 
come to her at any early hours of the morning, if you mean 2 or 3 
o’clock in the morning. 

Senator Werker. I think that is all. Thank you, very much, 
Doctor. : 

Senator Dante. Doctor, are you giving us the exact figure of what 
this woman paid you or approximate or what? 

Dr. FrrepenBerc. It is approximate, because that was gotten up 
hurriedly this morning. 

Senator Danrert. Do you have your financial records that would 
show the number of calls she made to your office or that you made to 
her home, and the total amount of money paid? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. Yes, I have, but I just don’t have them available. 

Senator Daniex. Will you bring those to this committee when you 
are next called? 

Dr. FrizpENBERG. I will try my best to. When will that be? 

Senator Daniex. Well, either tomorrow or when you are called 
back, and we will let you know later this afternoon. If you charge 
$5 a visit, even at the figure of $3,000 that you have there, it would 
amount to 600 visits during the 6-year period, or an average of 100 
visits a year. And you have reported on your card only about 31 
visits. 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. That is probably so. 

Senator Dante. Will you bring us the financial records in order 
that we might be accurately certain about the number of visits over 
this period? Did her visits increase in frequency as time went on? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. 1953-54, yes. Only the early part of 1954— 
1953, 1954. 

Senator Danre.. They did increase in frequency as time went on? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. In those two years, it was more frequent. The 
other 5 years, they weren’t so much. 

Senator Danie. Did she tell you of a growing need for the medi- 
cation you were giving her? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No; it wasn’t a matter of need of medicine, it 
was just a matter of increased nervousness with all of her problems, 
that is all. 

Senator Dantet. A little louder. I can’t hear you. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It was just an increased nervousness with all of 
her problems. She had been operated on around in that period, there. 
She had her female organs taken out. She went through this meno- 
pause state and then she became very highly nervous. 

Senator DanreL. Now, Doctor, morphine is one of the worst drugs 
as far as causing a person to become addicted to narcotics, is it not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No, heroin is, but I think heroin is outlawed in 
this country. 

Senator Danrexv. You don’t administer any heroin? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Oh, no, no, no, no. 

Senator Danie. Of the available drugs morphine is the one that 
causes addiction to the greatest extent? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. There are several that are very much the same. 
Dilaudid, pentopon, and morphine. 

Senator DanreL. You did give this patient A, morphine injections, 
did you not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. At times, yes. 
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Senator Danrev. Doctor, is it true that morphine is avoided as 
much as possible by doctors and never used for simple sedation be- 
cause of its habit-forming qualities? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. For simple sedation, that is true. It wasn’t 
given by me for any simple sedation. 

Senator Danie. Yet, that is the drug which you used the most 
during your last fiscal year. 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. For pain relieving, that is a fact, yes. 

Senator DanreL. You did give it to this patient on various 
occasions? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Dante... This patient A? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. You may stand aside for the present. 

Mr. Ackerty. Mr. Chairman, may I make a request of the Chair: 
During the interrogation of Dr. Friedenberg by Senator Welker, a 
complaint was made after the conference we had with Dr. Frieden- 
berg, concerning when it entered his mind as to what the reason was 
this woman might have testified and Senator Welker said—I will have 
to paraphrase it because I didn’t take it down—did it first enter your 
mind after you just talked with your counsel? 

Senator WexLkeEr. I said, “Did it first enter your mind after your 
talk with counsel?” He said, “No, I had informed him about it a 
long time prior thereto.” 

Mr. Ackerty. That is true, but I think, Mr. Chairman, that is an 
unfair inference against counsel, that we might have suggested some- 
thing like that to the doctor. I don’t think there is any basis for it 
and I ask the Chair to strike that from the record. 

Senator Wetxer. Mr. Chairman, may I answer that? 

Senator Danteu. Senator Welker—— 

Senator WELKER. Do you think for a moment that I have tried 
to give any inference to either one of you gentlemen? If so, I think 
you are in error. If I have inferred against your honor or your in- 
tegrity as 2 ae attorneys of record of the profession that I love, I 
am certainly and sincerely sorry. And I think this: If you are now 
trying to grab a little basketful of hay and trying to make a mountain 
out of it, no such inference was made. If you had merely read the 
record or copied down the record as I asked the question, you wouldn’t 
have stood up to make this fairwell blast at a member of this committee. 
I resent it, too. 

Senator Danreu. Well, I think that certainly Senator Welker has 
cleared it up that no such inference was intended and the matter was 
promptly cleared up that the witness long ago had told you about it 
and nothing like that was intended and the record will so show. 

Mr. AcKER.yY. I accept that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danrex. Dr. Friedenberg, just one thing. The district 
attorney’s office, upon contacting various doctors in the District, 
made this report, and I want to see if you think that in your opinion 
it is @ fair statement. I am reading to you what has been given us 
by the district attorney’s office, concerning this matter of the amount 
of narcotic drugs: 


Several doctors in the District of Columbia were contacted in regard to the 
amount of narcotics used by Dr. Friedenberg during the year. Comments in- 
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cluded remarks that such amount would not ordinarily be dispensed in 20 years 
or more, even by a surgeon. 

Do you think that that is a fair statement, as far as other doctors 
are concerned, with reference to the narcotic drugs administered by 
them, personally? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. They can only really speak for themselves. 
They don’t know what work another doctor does. Just like I am not 
in a position to know what another doctor does unless I would be 
continuously working with him. 

Senator Danrev. Well, don’t you know as a matter of fact, having 
worked with many of them, that there are no doctors within your 
knowledge who have administered during a year’s time, that much 
narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Maybe not, but I don’t know it. 

Senator Daniex. As a matter of fact, you told us at the very begin- 
ning, most doctors prescribe their drugs through prescriptions? 

Dr. FrrepEnBERG. That is true. 

Senator Danrtet. Is that right? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DantE.. So, therefore, you know that most doctors do not 
personally administer the amount of drugs that you administered 
during this past fiscal year. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. That is probably correct, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. All right. You may stand aside. 

Mr. IreEvAN. Mr. Chairman, it was suggested some little while back 
that if we had some questions we would like to suggest to the com- 
cag we might submit them. Would this be the proper time to 

o that? 


Senator Danreu. It would have been a proper time while we were 
going along here. 

Mr. Iretan. We didn’t want to break in. 

Senator Danret. If you will submit to us questions, I am sure that 
the committee will be glad to propound them at some time but we are 
not going to have a recess now. We are going on with another 


witness. You all might be thinking about 
with another witness. 

Mr. IreLan. We have some questions prepared, that we thought 
you might want to consider. 

Senator DanieL. You might send them up and if considered 
relevant, I am sure the committee will propound the questions 
(Counsel submits questions to chairman.) 

Mr. Counsel, we believe that most of these questions have been 
asked and answered. However, there are 1 or 2 we do not believe are 
in that category and we will ask, at your request. 

Dr. Friedenberg, what amount of drugs have you ordered since 
June of 1954? 

Dr. FrizpenserG. There has been one order of apomorphine. 
Apomorphine is a morphine but it is used primarily to cause vomitting. 
We use it in cases of poisoning where we want to empty the stomacli 
rapidly or it is also used in the treatment of alcoholism, what we call 
condition reflex. The Greenhill Institute uses that quite a bit. 
That is one of the conditioning reflex types but I primarily use mine 
where I want to empty the stomach quickly. 


at while we go ahead 
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Senator Dantex. In other words, you have cut down your orders 
for morphine and other narcotic drugs for this year? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. That is the only thing in the past year that I 
have purchased. 

Senator Danteu. Do you still have your Harrison Narcotics Act 
stamp? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. And license? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. And are you keeping a record on those forms, 
under the Harrison Narcotics Act, and have you them here? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The Harrison Narcotics Act still does not re- 
quire the dispensing 

Senator Dantreu. I am not asking you that. We know what it 
requires. We have been over it before, but your counsel sent the 
question up here. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I am keeping all records that the Harrison 
Narcotics Act requires. 

Senator Dantev. That is a conclusion of yours. Are you keeping 
the records of the amount of drugs that you get from manufacturers? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And you are keeping that annual record? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantrex. All right, sir. And I believe you have already 
told the committee that you are also, since June of 1954, keeping a 
record of any individuals to whom you administer drugs? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I am, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now, then, another question here that is hypo- 
thetical, but I will ask it: Doctor, is it true that one doctor may 
personally administer very little narcotics but at the same time 
furnish many patients with much in the way of narcotics by pre- 
scription? 

Dr. FrrepENBeERG. That is true. 

Senator Danrex. You have already testified to that, I think. 

Senator WeLker. That has been answered 20 times. 

Senator DanteL. We feel, Mr. Counsel, that the others have been 
sufficiently covered. 

All right, you may stand aside. 

Mr. IreLan. Mr. Chairman, is the doctor excused until a given time 
or what is our status? 

Senator Danreu. He is excused until we give him further notice. 
There is still the matter of the patient cards. Now, I think, Senator 
Welker, it would be just as well before they leave to go into that. 
Counsel, as I understand it, is willing to give to the committee the last 
fiscal year’s breakdown on patient cards, as to the various ailments 
treated, how many of each one and the drugs administered, in reply 
to our request that the cards be given to the committee, without the 
names. 

Senator WELKER. Will they be like the cards we have seen here 
today? 

Mr. IrELAN. It won’t be the cards. It would be a tabulation, 
Senator, as.J understand it, of the cases by number, 1, 2, 3, 4, indicat- 
ing the diagnosis, what narcotics were: given, and what barbiturates 
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were given and so that you would have an analysis of those cards 
without divulging the names. 

Senator Wetker. May I ask this question: Are these records of 
original entry? 

Mr. Iretan. Yes. 

Senator WeLker. They are not just going to be prepared from the 
records of original entry? 

Mr. AckErRLyY. Yes; they are. 

Mr. IreLtan. What we would turn over to you would not be the 
cards of original entry; no. The information, the tabulation would 
be taken from the cards of original entry, if you wish that. 

Senator Danrex. As I understand it, about 300 patients. 

Mr. Irevan. That is correct. 

Senator Danret. As I understand it, one of you gentlemen of 
counsel will make this list for us, working with Dr. Friedenberg, and 
represent to this committee that you have taken this information 
from all the cards you have available. 

Mr. [retan. That is right. 

Senator Danrext. Of course, it is further understood that Dr. 
Friedenberg doesn’t purport that these cards show all of his adminis- 
trations of narcotic drugs. 

Mr. Iretan. That is correct. 

Mr. AcKkEer.y. No; he does. 

Senator DanteL. What you do have recorded on the cards you will 
summarize for us in the fashion that you have indicated and submit 
it to this committee next week? Is that what you propose? 

Mr. IreLan. That is correct. Is that your understanding of it? 

Mr. Acxerty. Mr. Chairman, the list includes every patient who 
received narcotics and in that sense it would be complete, but it 
wouldn’t show an accurate amount of narcotics for each person, but it 
would show every case that received narcotics for that period of 
June 1953, through June 1954. 

Senator Danie. Let me see if this isn’t true: It will show every 
case of which Dr. Friedenberg has a record on a card. 

Mr. AckEerty. And gives to me? 

Senator Danteu. Yes. 

Mr. AckERLY. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. And delivers to you. And that will not purport 
to be all of the cases which he might have treated with narcotics 
because he has said there might be others, is that right? 

Dr. FriepenserG. It will include all the cases that received nar- 
cotics in that period, but it will not include all the cases who may 
have received a barbiturate of some kind and no narcotic. 

Senator Danret. You are going to say to the committee now that 
the cards that you have for that fiscal year include all persons who 
received narcotics? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Every patient who received one or more treat- 
ments containing a narcotic, during that whole year. 

Senator Daniex. Will be included on your list? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. On that list, and it contains about, approxi- 
mately 300. 

Senator Danre.. For the fiscal year. 

Dr. FrrepensBeERG. For the fiscal year. 
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Senator Daniet. If you will give us that list on Monday of next 
week. 

Mr. AckER.y. I will make every effort to get it here Monday, Mr. 
Chairman, if not by Tuesday, and I will deliver it to your office. 

Senator Dante. We will notify you when we will need Dr. Frieden- 
berg back. 

Mr. AcKERLY. Very well. 

Mr. Gasque. Mr. Harold C. Kinner. 

Senator Danret. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are 
about to give to this subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the 
United States Senate will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Krnner. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF HAROLD KINNER, SECRETARY, BOARD OF 
PHARMACY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOMPANIED BY LEE 
F. DANTE, ASSISTANT CORPORATION COUNSEL, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. Gasque. Are you secretary of the Board of Pharmacy of the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. Kinner. That is correct. 

Mr. GasquE. I believe you have been present in the room during the 
testimony today? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Are you aware that on June 30, 1954, Dr. Friedenberg 
was charged with violation of title 33, section 411 (e) of the District 
of Columbia Code—to wit, failing to keep a proper record of dispensa- 
tion and administration of narcotic drugs as prescribed by law? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes; I am aware. 

Mr. Gascus. Were you a witness for the defense in that litigation? 

Mr. Krnner. I was a witness. 

Mr. Gaseur. Were you a witness under subpena? 

Mr. Kinner. I was. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, are you aware of the fact that the jury could 
not agree upon a verdict in that case? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes; I am aware. 

Mr. Gasque. And do you know the reason given for their failure 
to reach a verdict? 

Mr. Kinner. I didn’t until yesterday when I read the newspaper. 
I didn’t know the reason prior to that time. 

Senator DanreE.. A little bit louder. 

Mr. Kryner. All right, sir. 

Senator Danie. You did not know until yesterday the reason the 
jury gave for not reaching a verdict in that case? 

Mr. Kinner. No; I did not. 

Senator Danie. Now, Doctor, you were quoted in the Washington 
Post and Times Herald on Tuesday, September 28, 1954, as having 
been informed by Assistant District Attorney Alfred Burka that the 
Government was abandoning the case against Dr. Friedenberg. 

Mr. Kinner. No, sir; I was not informed by the gentleman. 

Senator Danre.. Did you realize at the time they had abandoned 
the case against Dr. Friedenberg? 
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Mr. Kinner. Yes; I did. 

Senator Daniex. I will read from the paper on the date I just 
quoted: 

Harold C. Kinner, secretary of the Board of Pharmacy, said the Board would 
not issue the necessary forms unless directed to do so by the District courts or 
by the District Commissioners. 

Do you recall having made such a comment? 

Mr. Krnner. I[ certainly do not. 

Senator Dante. It also states: 

Kinner said the Federal law conflicts with the local law in that it does not 
require reporting of those narcotics personally administered by physicians. 

Mr. Kinner. That is my opinion. I do not remember having 
stated to—who was the person that I was supposed to have said 
that to? 

Mr. Gasqur. To a newspaper reporter. 

Senator DanteL. What I am getting at is, Did not the jury fail to 
reach a verdict because of the fact that a form which the law required 
in the Uniform Narcotics Act for the District of Columbia, enacted 
in 1938, was never promulgated by the Board of Pharmacy? 

Mr. Krnner. That is my understanding as of today; yes, sir. 

Senator Danre,. Now, has such a form been promulgated and 
distributed to physicians as of this date? 

Mr. Krnner. No, sir; there has not. 

Senator Dantet. Do you believe that such a form is in the public 
interest? 

Mr. Krnner. I am not sure. We have recently handed to the 
Corporation Counsel’s office for approval, such a form. We have 
made the initial step in promulgating such a form. 

Mr. Gasqus. But you did not prepare such a form, according to 
the Corporation Counsel’s office, until this investigation got underway? 

Mr. Kinner. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasque. I don’t mean to imply there was any relationship 
between the two. Do you believe there was? 

Mr. Krnner. I wouldn’t deny it. 

Mr. Gasque. You wouldn’t deny it? 

Mr. Kinner. That is right. 

Mr. Gasque. I should like for you to amplify your statement of a 
moment ago, with reference to whether the form was in the public 
interest. Do you feel, in other words, that physicians should report 
the disposition of narcotic drugs in their possession—that is by indi- 
vidual treatment—or do you regard such a requirement as an inva- 
sion of the physician’s confidential relationship? 

Mr. Krinner. I don’t believe it is necessary, but not for that reason. 
I don’t think it has anything to do with the violation of the patient- 
physician relationship, but I do not see any necessity for keeping such 
a record. 

Mr. Gasque. Is that why the Board of Pharmacy has dragged its 
feet in promulgating the form? 

Mr. Kinner. No;itisnot. Yousee, at the time this act was passed 
in 1938, I was not on the Board. I wasn’t appointed to the Board 
until later. And I, frankly, had never considered the fact that such 
a form was not available. 

Sentor Danret. When did you come on the Board? 

Mr. Krinner. July 1, 1939. 
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Mr. Gasque. When did you first learn that the form was not 
available, and that the law in effect was not being complied with? 

Mr. Kinner. At the instance of this trial. The Friedenberg trial. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, I believe 8 months have passed since the Fried- 
enberg trial, and up until a few days ago no effort was made to pre- 
pare and promulgate such a form; is that correct? 

Mr. Kinner. That is correct. 

Mr. GasqueE. Don’t you believe that the confusion created in the 
minds of physicians in the District of Columbia, as a consequence of 
the questions arising in the Friedenberg case—that is, whether or not 
they themselves were keeping the legal record required of them— 
demanded clarification by the Board of Pharmacy at an earlier time? 

Mr. Kinner. I can only say if such confusion had been apparent 
they certainly would have contacted the Board for clarification, and 
they have not done so. 

Mr. Gasqur. Do you believe the Board of Pharmacy, today, owes 
it to the members of the medical profession today, to promulgate a 
form that will protect them against any defect in the administration 
of their offices insofar as narcotic drugs are concerned? 

Mr. Kinner. Since hearing the testimony today, I will agree that 
it probably should be done. 

Mr. Gasquer. Do you believe such a form should be prepared to 
protect doctors, that will serve as a deterrent to their overprescribing 
narcotic drugs to individual patients out of sympathy or whatever 
motives? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Gasque. And do you believe that such a form will protect the 
medical profession and the public from those few doctors—and they 
are few, at this time—who unwittingly or intentionally feed patients 
narcotic drugs? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Is it your intention at this time, as secretary of the 
Board of Pharmacy, to follow that form through the Corporation 
Counsel’s office, and to distribute it to physicians in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes; but may I make an observation, that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Uniform Narcotic Act does not state that the Board 
must furnish a form. It merely says they shall prescribe a form of 
record. 

Now, is it contemplated that we must supply a form, or merely, as 
I said before, propose a form of record which they must keep? You 
see, there is a difference. 

Mr. Gasque. As I understand it, you do prepare forms for other 
matters and the physicians purchase those forms from you? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes. That is for requisitioning or purchasing what 
we term “exempt narcotics,” and we do supply a form for that pur- 
pose. The mechanics of supplying that form is outlined in the act. 
There are no mechanics or no provisions made for supplying any other 
forms. 

Mr. Gasque. Is it your intention that you would prepare these 
forms and have them available that doctors could purchase them at a 
normal cost? 

Mr. Kinner. That is what I want to know. Is that what the com- 
mittee wants? 
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Senator DanieL. We want to know your plan. The law has been 
in effect now since 1938. The Friedenberg case was tried 8 months 
ago. We want to know what your plans are. 

Mr. Kinner. May I confer with counsel? 

Senator Daniet. Yes, sir. Let the record show that Corporation 
Counsel for the District of Columbia, Mr. Lee F. Dante, is present. 

Mr. Kinner. May I amplify that by saying that that is the reason 
we have submitted this proposal to the Corporation Counsel for 
advice as to whether we should print the actual forms and distribute 
them, or merely propose a form of record. 

Senator Danret. Mr. Counsel, have you reached any decision on 
that, yet? 

Mr. Dante. No definite decision, but it is my present view that 
merely prescribing the manner in which the form shall be kept, rather 
than printing and distributing forms would be proper. 

Senator Danret. Then how will you advise the physicians as to 
the form they shall use? 

Mr. Dante. By the adoption of regulations by the Board, the 
prescribing of a form, and adoption of regulations, if necessary, as to 
the use of that form, and the promulgation of that, and making it 
known to the physician. 

Senator DanreLt. How many physicians are there in the District? 

Mr. Dante. I have no idea. 

Senator Danteu. Do you have any idea, Mr. Kinner? 

Mr. Kinner. No, sir, I don’t. There are several thousand reg- 
istered, but they are not all practicing in the District. 

Senator DanreL. You would distribute to the physicians the form 
you would prescribe for them to use in keeping records? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Or you may print up a sufficient quantity and 
make them available to the physicians as you do on other forms? 
There is nothing that would keep you from doing that? 

Mr. Krnner. There is a little matter of finances there because there 
is no provision made in the law, so far as I know, for furnishing such 
a blank; the other type blank, there is. 

Mr. Gasaque. In any event, do you estimate that these forms will 
be in the hands of physicians in 15 days? 

Mr. Kinner. I doubt it very much. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you estimate they will be in the hands of the 
physicians in 30 days? 

Mr. Dante. I could answer that question a little better, I believe. 
My present proposal is, or intention is that when this matter of the 
type of form has been determined upon, that the matter will be gone 
into with the Metropolitan Police Department with the Narcotics 
Bureau, and with the medical association, prior to the actual pro- 
mulgation of a particular form to be used. As to that, it will be the 
type of form that will assist the Police Department, it will not be in 
conflict with anything required by the Narcotics Bureau, and it will 
be of the best type and most satisfactory for use by the physicians. 

Mr. Gasqur. May I say also, Mr. Dante, with the approval of the 
chairman, the staff of the subcommittee will be checking to see that 
the forms are published. 

Senator Danrev. Can you give us any idea as to when this form 
will finally be prescribed? 
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Mr. Dante. I should think within about 30 days. 

Senator Danret. Mr. Kinner, did I understand you to say that 
after coming to the hearing today and hearing the evidence, today, 
that you are now convinced that this form is a good thing and should 
be drawn up as soon as possible? 

Mr. Kinner. Yes; Senator, I am convinced. 

Senator DanteL. You had some doubt about it before? 

Mr. Krnner. I did. 

Senator Danreu. At least the hearing has accomplished some good 
purpose. 

Mr. Kinner. If I may, I would like to, without referring to the 
Federal Act again—it has been mentioned so many times, today, but 
inasmuch as the Federal act did not require keeping that record, I 
thought it would suffice if we didn’t keep it here. I mean didn’t 
enforce this part of the act. 

Senator Danreu. But you see, Mr. Kinner, this District of Colum- 
bia Uniform Act is comparable to the State uniform acts. It is your 
local law that Congress passes as a separate act, you see, applying 
locally to the District. Now, for instance in New York and in Penn- 
sylvania, it is required that all physicians report the addicts they treat 
by name to the State health officer. Here in the District, you have it 
fixed up so that they will keep their own record, so that law-enforce- 
ment officers can come around and see them. Actually, I think that 
they should report the addicts to the Bureau of Narcotics here in the 
District, or at least to your Department. 

Mr. Krnner. I think that is right. 

Senator Danrex. So that there will be a record of the addicts. 
Just as it has been provided in New York. The only way you can do 
that here in the District is by local legislation on the subject. I do 
think you were right in determining, after hearing the evidence that 
has been adduced in the Friedenberg case, for the second time, or at 
least hearing some of it for the first tlme, that you made a wise 
decision in saying you think that it is a good thing to follow this law, 
and I do hope that we can have it fixed up in 30 days. 

Mr. Kinner. I agree, and I give you my word we will work on it. 

Senator DanteL. Thank you very much for your assistance. 

The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow afternoon at 1:30. 

(Whereupon, at 4:50 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 1:30 p. m., Friday, July 15, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 15, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 1:30 p. m. in room 
456, Senate Office Building, Senator Price Daniel (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Daniel (presiding), and O’Mahoney. 

Also present: C. Aubrey Gasque, subcommittee counsel, and W. L. 
Speer, subcommittee investigator. 

Senator DanreL. The committee will come to order. 

Due to the fact that Senator O’Mahoney and other members of 
the committee have been detained on other committee business we 
will be a little late starting this afternoon. We will stand in recess 
until 2 o’clock. 

(A recess was taken until 2 p. m.) 

Senator DanieL. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased to have at the table with us today a 
distinguished visitor from Tokyo, Japan, Judge Atori, district judge, 
of the Tokyo District Court, the court of general jurisdiction, much 
like our own district court in this country. We are glad to have 
you in our country and to have you with us today. [Applause.] 

We are glad that the Justice Department suggested that you come 
over and visit this committee while you are visiting here, and we are 
very pleased to have you with us. 

Mr. Ralph Pittman and Mrs. Sally Orrison. 

I will swear both of you together, will you stand? 

Do you and each of you solemnly:swear that the testimony you are 
about to give to this subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee 
: = truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
70d? 

Mr. Prrrman. I do. 

Mrs. Orrison. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF RALPH D. PITTMAN, PRESIDENT, AND SALLY M. 
ORRISON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE WASHINGTON CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Dante. Will you identify yourself for the record, please, 
sir, by name, occupation and, especially, with reference to your 
association with the organization which you represent today. 
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Mr. Prrrman. My name is Ralph D. Pittman. I am a member of 
the law firm of Dwight, Royall, Harris, Koegal & Caskey, of New 
York and Washington, being a resident partner of that firm in charge 
of their Washington office. 

I am here officially as president of the Washington Criminal Justice 
Association, a civic organization which was founded at the request of 
a House committee in 1936. 

I am also here in the capacity of past president of the Metropolitan 
Police Boys Club, a civic organization, primarily interested in the 
youth of Washington. We have.22,000 boys that we take care of 
throughout the year, and each summer two camps down where the 
Chesapeake and Potomac converge, all of which aid in our fight on 
juvenile delinquency. 

We feel, Mr. Chairman, that one of the greatest assets to combat 
juvenile delinquency is to take care of the boys before any delin- 
quency is involved. 

Senator Dantet. You have a prepared statement, I believe? 

Mr. Pirrman. I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DANIEL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Pirrman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Washington Criminal Justice Association is an organized citizens 
group fighting organized crime. We were formed at the recommenda- 
tion of a subcommittee of the House District Committee, whose chair- 
man was Hon. Jennings Randolph, who investigated crime conditions 
in the District of Columbia in 1934 and found crime rampant and the 
public uninformed as to the seriousness of the problem. The organi- 
zation has been in existence since 1936, with a paid staff constantly 
studying the criminal situation in the District of Columbia. 

The association attempts to analyze the work of law enforcement 
agencies as a coordinated unit. It makes investigations based on 
scientific research, in order to learn the facts relating to the adminis- 
tration of criminal justice and attempts to secure impartial justice for 
all. It does not take over the functions of any existing public or 
private agency and is not a superdetective agency and does not 
employ undercover men. It is interested in specific cases only as 
they illustrate patterns in the administration of local justice but does 
not prosecute any case in which any individual is involved or interested. 
It aims to effect such changes in court routine so as to secure prompt 
trial in all cases and aids and assists, through its studies, the work of 
the directors of law-enforcement agencies, to the end that they may be 
enabled to perform in as efficient job as possible. It also aims to 
assist in securing when vacancies occur in law-enforcement agencies, 
the appointment of competent, honest, and vigorous officials. 

Due to our limited budgetary and staff problems, we have been 
somewhat delayed in furnishing your committee with all the informa- 
tion you have requested. However, we are happy to be able to submit 
to your committee various statistical analyses concerning narcotic 
arrests, dispositions and lengths of sentences handed down in our 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia for such 
violations of the law. 

It is the concensus of the oe Criminal Justice Association 
that there is no more vicious criminal offense than commercial dealing 
in illegal narcotics. We are interested in obtaining stringent sen- 
tences for persons selling narcotics and increased facilities for the 
treatment of persons addicted to the use of narcotics. 
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May I, at this time, commend your committee, Senator, for your 
vision concerning such a serious problem to our whole country as the 
illegal practices in narcotics—for your energy and continuing efforts 
for necessary legislation, facilities, and so forth, for the proper treat- 
ment of all persons concerned in the narcotics racket and commend 
you also—and I might say that not a session has been held by your 
committee but what an executive from our staff has been present and 
it is from-my conversations and meetings with them that I wish to 
commend your association for the dignity and the courtesy that has 
been shown to every witness who has appeared before your committee, 
and commend you very sincerely. 

Senator Danret. Thank you very much, Mr. Pittman. We like 
to hear witnesses like you. I believe the director of your organization 
is with you. 

Mr. Prrrman. We have Mrs. Orrison, our executive director. 

Senator Danrex. Will you give your full name, Mrs. Orrison. 

Mrs. Orrison. Sally M. Orrison. 

Senator Danrex. And your title? 

Mrs. Orrison. I am executive director of the Washington Criminal 
Justice Association, and have been since January 1, 1955. 

Senator Danie. Mrs. Orrison, have you prepared the statistics 
concerning the arrests for narcotic violations in the District, on behalf 
of the association? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, along with an assistant. 

Senator Danret. And do you have these statistics now with you? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, I do. 

Senator Danret. We will make them a part of the record, mark 
thea Saree as an exhibit to appear in the appendix of the 
record, 

(The document entitled ‘Felony Arrests for Narcotics Offenses, 
Washington, D. C., by Age, Race, and Sex,’’ was marked as an ex- 
hibit and will be found in the appendix at p. 1243.) 

Senator Danie. Will you explain to us, just briefly, how you got 
these statistics. Did you go to the official records? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, we did, the actual arrest record of each 
individual. 

Senator DanigeL. Narcotic arrests? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. And the Metropolitan Police Department? 

Mrs. Orrison. That is right. 

Senator DanireL. Then, how do you break down your statistics? 
How do you have them arranged? 

Mrs. Orrison. We have them broken down according to the year, 
according to the age of the defendant, according to the race, and the 
sex, 

We also have the dispositions. 

a DaniEL. Now, you cover the years from 1952 through 
1954? 
oa Orrison. We cover from January 1, 1952, through June 30, 

55. 

Senator Danre.. I see, and then do you give us the disposition for 
these narcotic arrests on page 3? 

Mrs. Orrison. That is correct. 

Senator DanieL. Will you right ahead and explain to us any 
features of this report you might think would be proper? 
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Mrs. Orrison. I was going to add concerning the dispositions 
sheet, those sentences are based on the maximum sentence given in 
the United States district court. 

Senator Danreu. In other words, where the sentence was actually 
aoa we will say, 2 years, to a higher figure, you put down the higher 

gure? 

Mrs. Orrison. That is right, sir. 

Senator Danret. It is the maximum sentence that the person would 
serve? 

Mr. Orrison. That is right. 

Senator Daniet. Now, do you have any recapitulation for the 
total period of time? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir, I do. 

Senator Danret. Would you give that to us? 

Mrs. Orrison. Would you like it just according to years, sir, or 
broken down? 

Senator DanieLt. Do you have your totals for the years 1952 
through 1954? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir, I do. 

In the year 1952 there were 284 arrests; in 1953 there were 207 
arrests; in 1954 there were 215 arrests; and for the first 6 months of 
1955 there will be 112 arrests. 

I would like to point out there that there have been no arrests in 
the age grouping of 16 or 17 years. 

Senator Danteu. For the years 1952 through mid-1955, no narcotic 
arrests for the age group of 17 years and below? 

Mrs. Orrison. That is right. 

Senator Dantex. And in the 18-year age group—let’s run over those 
figures just to see what we find as to the trend. 

Mrs. Orrison. Well, we have grouped the next grouping, from 18 
through 20 years, and we have had a total of 59 arrests for this entire 
34-year-period. 

Senator Dante. Now, do you have the disposition on the 18- and 
20-year-old cases? Do you have those by years? 

Mrs. Orrison. I have it by years, but I don’t have the disposition 
broken down as to age groupings here. I can do that. 

Senator Dantev. And then, what was the largest number of 
arrests by age groups? 

Mrs. Orrison. The largest number were those in ages 21 to 25. 
There were a total of 245 arrests. And second to that, ages 26 through 
30, there were 233 arrests. Those comprise the greater number of 
arrests. 

Senator Danreu. And then, 31 to 40; I see here 212 arrests. 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. That runs third. 

Senator Danre.. Now, for entire period of 1952 through the first 6 
months of 1955, you show a total of 881 arrests in the District? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Now, the age group below 21 accounts for only 
59 of those arrests? 

Mrs. Orrison. That is right. 

Senator Dantex. And that is in the 18- to 20-year age group? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danirt. None below 18. And the age group that accounts 
for over half of the arrests are the age group between 21 and 30? 
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Mrs. Orrison. That is right, sir. And 21 through 40 would take 
eare of the most of them. 

Senator Danie. 21 through 40 would take care of practically the 
entire list of arrests? 

Mrs. Onrison. That is correct. 

Senator DanreL. Now, then, do you have any figures on these other 
matters? I see you have broken them down by race and sex. 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you have any totals for the entire period on 
these two classifications? 

Mrs. Orrison. I don’t have them broken down here. I am still 
working on some material that I am very sorry we couldn’t have ready 
for you today, Senator, and it will show that. 

Senator Danrgx. I believe you have been staying with it through- 
out the committee hearings? 

Mrs. Orrtson. Yes, I have. 

Senator Danreu. Before we conclude, then, you will give us these 
other totals? 

Mrs. Orrtson. Right, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And, in the meantime, we will keep this break- 
down by years, and you will furnish us the totals and the summaries 
later on? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Do you wish to give any additional evidence 
today, or do you prefer to wait until you give us the summaries? 

Mrs. Orrtson. I believe it would be better to wait, sir, because at 
least I would have what I am going to say, the evidence, in front of me. 

Senator DanreL. That is fine. We certainly appreciate the appear- 
ance of both you and Mr. Pittman, and assure you this committee 
stands ready to consider any recommendation. We appreciate these 
statistics you have worked up, and we will certainly appreciate any 
recommendations that you might want to give before we report back 
to the Congress. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Pirrman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The following testimony given by Mrs. Sally M. Orrison in the 
subcommittee’s Washington hearings on July 19, 1955, is inserted 
here at the request of the chairman.) 

Senator Danie. All right. Mrs. Sally Orrison. 

Mr. Reporter, let this statement follow Miss Orrison’s previous 
testimony in the record. 


TESTIMONY OF SALLY M. ORRISON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE 
WASHINGTON CRIMINAL JUSTICE ASSOCIATION, WASHING- 
TON, D. C.—Resumed 


Mrs. Orrison, I believe that you have completed your report on 
behalf of the Washington Criminal Justice Association on the narcotics 
cases here in the District? 

Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantreu. In 1952? 

Mrs. Orrison. Beginning with January, 1952. 

Senator Danie. And is this document which you have handed to 
our committee counsel, the completed report? 

71515—56—pt. 4-18 
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Mrs. Orrison. Yes, sir; it is. 

Senator Danreu. It will be made a part of the record and appro- 
priately numbered in the appendix to the record. 

(The document was received and will be found in the appendix to 
the record at p. 1276.) 

Senator Danrex. Did you have any further comments you wanted 
to make about the results of your efforts? 

First, let me comment, the committee appreciates all the work you 
have done on this matter, and we thank you so much for your assist- 
ance all the way through these hearings, for bearing with us for the 
work that your association is doing. 

Do you have any comment to make on the results of your work? 

Mrs. Orrison. Well, actually, I have an observation or two, and 
it is not as a result of this work, particularly, but rather from the 
material compiled by the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, and I thought 
it of interest, I think it might be worthwhile, to point out at this 
time if you don’t mind, sir 

Senator Danreu. Yes. 

Mrs. OrrIson (continuing). I noted that figures compiled by the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics for larger cities in the United States, 
comparing the District of Columbia with other large cities for nar- 
cotics arrests for 1953 and 1954, and the District of Columbia was in 
13th place. 

And comparing the District of Columbia with other large cities for 
convictions for that same period of time, we were in 11th place. That, 
I believe, would indicate that we were doing very well so far as con- 
victions are concerned for our narcotics offenses. 

One serious concern or the one of serious concern, however, is not- 
ing that the District of Columbia ranks fifth comparing it with other 
large cities for known addicts; and I think that that might point out 
our serious concern at this time. 

Senator Danreu. If you figured that on a population basis, you 
would find the District ranking even higher than fifth in the Nation, 
I am told. I have not figured this, but you might check it; is that 
r.ght? 

Mr. Gasque. That is right. 

Senator Danrev. The District would actually rank first in the Na- 
tion of all the large cities on a population basis as far as known addicts 
are concerned. But we should add this to that also: it is entirely 
possible that the District, has reported a greater percentage of its 
addicts to the Bureau than some of the bees cities, such as Los 
Angeles. 

Mrs. Orrison. That is right. 

Senator Dante. I am sure in Los Angeles the committee has heard 
evidence that Los Angeles is slow in reporting and far behind. 

There is one State where there has been pretty good reports, and 
that is New York though. Over 9,000 addicts reported for the State 
of New York, most of them, of course, being in the city of New York; 
and on a population basis Washington is higher than New York; js 
that right, 10 times more people than New York City? 

Mr. Gasqus. That is right. 

Mrs. Orrison. It is even worse than I had thought. But, as you 
say, I would like to also point out that it could not be a very good 
reporting system here, too; that has something to do with it. 
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But also significant in that report, I thought, was that over half of 
all the narcotics used with the narcotics was heroin which, I under- 
stand, is the most serious one, and the most addicting one. 

Senator DanreL. Yes. 

Mrs. Orrison. And I felt that might get me around to the point 
I wanted to bring out, and that is while it certainly has been brought 
out that we have plenty of loopholes in our legislation, and that is— 
that something is going to be done, and the Criminal Justice Associa- 
tion is certainly grateful for the committee to kind of bring it all 
together and focus it so that you can do something about it, at the 
same time, and with particular regard to Public Law 76, I would like 
to state, I think that before we can go too far with the legislation, we 
have to very definitely make some sort of provision for adequate 
facilities, and then that whenever that law is changed or revised or 
whatever happens, that it should be done not as another temporary 
expedient, but rather more on a permanent basis than I understand 
that law was drawn up for in the beginning. 

Senator Danreu. Yes. 

Mrs. Orrison. That is about my only observation. 

Senator DanreLt. We appreciate these additional suggestions and 
recommendations, and we will be glad to hear from you throughout 
the course of this investigation at any time. 

Mrs. Orrison. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Thank you for your assistance. 

Ethel Gore. 

Will you stand and raise your right hand, please. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to 
this subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the United States 
Senate will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 

Miss Gore. I do. 

Senator DanreL. You may be seated. 


TESTIMONY OF ETHEL GORE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Danrev. Will you state your name, please. 

Miss Gore. Ethel Gore. ; 

Senator Danrev. And your age? 

Miss Gorz. Twenty-eight. 

Senator Danret. Where do you live? 

Miss Gorg. 1127 Maryland Avenue NE. 

Senator Danrev. Here in the District? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Have you been addicted to narcotic drugs? 

Miss Gore. Senator, could I wait and see an attorney before 
I speak, please? 

Senator Danrer. Before you testify? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. You certainly may. I understood that you were 
willing to give the committee your story as to yourself and your 
acquaintances and certain features of the narcotics traffic here in the 
District. Was that understanding correct? * 

Miss Gore. But I would rather consult an attorney before I speak 
before the committee. 
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Senator DantgeL. Do you have an attorney? 

Miss Gore. I had one. I don’t know whether I still have him 
or not. 

Senator Danie. You don’t know if you still have him or not? 

Miss Gorsz. That is right. 

Senator Danrgt. Are you temporarily in the jail here in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I am. 

Senator Dantex. Did you plead guilty to a narcotics charge? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator DanreL. Do you object to telling about that, for identifi- 
cation purposes, before you have an opportunity to see your attorney, 
or do you want to talk to an attorney before going into that? It is 
entirely up to you. You see, our investigator told the committee 
that you were willing to give us the information you have on the 
drug traffic here in Washington, and that is why we called you. 
Do you wish to answer any questions before you have a chance to 
counsel with your attorney? 

My colleague on the committee reminds me that, as you know from 
having talked with our investigators, we are not prosecuting you; we 
simply want to get the information that you might give to this com- 
mittee from your experiences in the hopes that it might help us in 
keeping other people from having the unfortunate experiences that 
you have had. 

You understand the purposes of the committee since you have been 
here through 1 or 2 days of the sessions? 

Miss Gore. Yes, sir, I have. 

Senator Dante. It is entirely up to you whether or not you want 
us to proceed with the questions. You may answer those questions 
you told our investigators you would answer, and stop us on any you 
want to consult counsel about, or that you decline to answer for fear 
it might incriminate you on some other charge than the one you have 
already plead guilty to. It is entirely up to you as to whether or not 
you want to go ahead and answer some of the questions we might ask, 
or whether you wish to have an opportunity to talk with counsel 
first. What do you prefer? 

Miss Gore. Well, I will go along and answer the questions that I 
want to answer; any ones that I don’t, I will consult an attorney. 

Senator Danrex. All right. That will be all right. Now, then, 
when did you become addicted to the use of narcotics? 

Miss Gore. It was around 1950. 

Senator Daniex. 1950. And what drug did you first use? 

Miss Gore. Marihuana and cocaine. 

Senator Danrev. And where did you obtain the marihuana? Did 
you buy it here in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danie. Was it in the form of cigarettes? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it was. 

Senator Danre.t. How long did you use marihuana before you 
started using cocaine? 

Miss Gore. Marihuana and cocaine are not habit forming, and 
you could use both of them together. It doesn’t make any difference. 

Senator Danrex. Did you use both of them together? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I have. 
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Senator Danrev. And you at the time did not believe that it was 
habit forming? 

Miss Gore. They are not habit forming. 

Senator Danie. That is your opinion, of course. All the evidence 
before this committee is to the contrary. But you may state your 
opinion, of course. Did someone tell you that they were not habit 
forming? 

Miss Gore. No, no one told me, I experienced it. 

Senator Dante. You experienced it? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie. You were able to stop the use of marihuana when 
you wanted to? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Daniet. Were you able to stop the use of cocaine when 
you wanted to? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dante. Did you begin using some other drug? 

Miss Gores. No. 

Senator Danre.. How did you get started using marihuana and 
cocaine? 

Miss Gore. I suppose it was through curiosity that 1 started using 
marihuana and cocaine. 

Senator Danie. How old were you at the time? 

Miss Gore. About 18, I suppose. 

Senator DanieL. Were you working at the time, or in school? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I was working. 

Senator DanreL. What type of work? 

Miss Gore. I was a clerk in the Government. 

Senator Danie. In some one of the Government departments? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Well, now, just tell us how you first came in 
touch with marihuana, how you first heard about it, and got your 
curiosity aroused and wanted to use it. In other words, the committee 
is interested in knowing how an 18-year-old girl with a Government 
job would start using the stuff. 

Miss Gore. Well, as I say, it was through curiosity, and going 
around with a fast crowd. 

Senator Danriet. How far had you gone in school? 

Miss Gore. I went to the 11th grade. 

Senator Danret. Had you been active in church? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I had. 

Senator Danie. But you got to going with a fast crowd that used 
marihuana; is that right? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dantge.. Did some of them offer it to you, or just how did 
you get started? 

Miss Gore. We were all there, so I went along with the crowd. 

Senator Daniet. Where was it the first time that you used 
marihuana? 

Miss Gore. At someone’s house. 

Senator Dante. A friend’s house? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie.. And was it a group of young folks trying it out? 
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Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. When did you first use cocaine? 

Miss Gore. Around the same time that I started on marihuana. 

Senator Danie. Did you use it together on the same night? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Dante. Tell us how you did it. You smoked the mari- 
huana cigarette? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie.. And how did you take the cocaine? 

Miss Gore. You sniff it through your nose. 

Senator Danie. Was it at a party? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I would call it a party. 

Senator Danret. Had they assembled together for the purpose of 
having this marijuana and the cocaine party, or what was the purpose 
of the party? 

Miss Gore. Well, there was a party going on and someone at the 
party had it, and that is the way it started. 

Senator Danigeu. Senator O’ Mahoney? 

Senator O’Manoney.* What sort of a party were you having, or 
was being conducted at that place? Was it a social gathering? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it was a social gathering. 

Senator O’Manonry. Was there music? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Singing? 

Miss Gorge. No. Dancing. 

Senator O’Manongy. Was there anyone there who was seeking to 
induce you to take it? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator O’Manoney. But there was somebody with the mari- 
huana? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. Marihuana cigarettes? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonsy. And how did you come to take your first 
smoke? 

Miss Gorn. Well, as I say, it was curiosity, I saw someone else 
doing it, and I wanted to try it also. 

Senator O’Manonry. But you said somebody had the cigarettes 
there? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did that somebody hand them to you? 

Miss Gore. They didn’t draw a gun on me and make me take it. 
I wanted it just on my own. 

Senator O’Maunonery, I didn’t intimate that they were trying to 
force it on you, but you said somebody had the cigarettes and offered 
them to you. 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. Did it come to you as ‘a new experience at 
that time? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it did. 

Senator O’Manonery. And it was your own voluntary act? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Because you wanted to try it out? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 
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Senator O’Manonry. Did this person who had the cigarettes, have 
them for sale? 

Miss Gorzg. No, they didn’t, 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you afterward buy any? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I have bought them. 

Senator O’Manoney. How much would you say you have bought? 

Miss Gore. I can’t quite say how much I have bought. 

Senator O’Manoney. Over how long a period? 

Miss Gore. I would say from—lI just can’t say. 

Senator O’Manoney. Was it a year or 2 years? 

Miss Gore. It has been much longer than that. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you ever have any desire to stop using 
them? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I had the desire to stop using them. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you ever stop? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator O’Mauoney. How did you succeed in stopping? 

Miss Gore. Because I became addicted to heroin. 

Senator O’Manoney. The first instance at the party was just an 
experiment. Then, did you continue to use marihuana and cocaine 
because you wanted to, or because it was difficult for you to stop? 

Miss Gore. Well, as I stated at first, marihuana and cocaine are 
not habit forming to me, and I stopped using that because I couldn’t 
get it. 

Senator O’Maunoney. But you did get heroin. 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. And would it be proper to say you stopped 
using the others because you couldn’t get them, but could get the 
heroin? 

Miss Gore. There wasn’t any marihuana or cocaine around, so I 
couldn’t get it. 

Senator O’Manonry. And for that reason you went to the use of 
the other? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. How much do you think it cost you to in- 
dulge the habit of smoking marihuana and taking cocaine for the 
period that you did? 

Miss Gore. Well, that is hard to say. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, you were working for the Government 
for a while. Could you indulge that habit on your Government pay? 

Miss Gore. No, I did not. 

Senator O’Manonery. You had to find other sources of revenue? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. And, when you began the use of heroin, was 
that also expensive? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. Was it more expensive than the other? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. Were you able to stop the use of heroin? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator O’Manoney. Have you any idea how much you have 
expended on heroin? 

Miss Gore. No, I can’t even give you an estimation. 

Senator O’Manongy. About how much a day have you been 
spending for heroin? 
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Miss Gore. Well, somewhere between $35 and $50 a day. 

Senator O’Manoney. Between $35 and $50 a day for what period? 

Miss Gore. Since 1950 to 1951. 

Senator O’Manonry. You were spending from $35 to $50 for this 
drug, and it was a drain upon your normal resources, you couldn’ 
pay it out of normal Government pay? 

Miss Gore. I didn’t understand you. 

Senator O’Manonry. You couldn’t buy the drug out of your pay 
as a Government employee, could you? 

Miss Gore. No; I couldn’t. 

Senator O’Manonry. So you had to find some other source of 
revenue, Miss Gore? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. How did you obtain the material? Now, | 
don’t want you to mention any names or get anybody involved, any 
other person involved. We are not trying to conduct a grand jury 
investigation, we are merely trying to develop the experience of one 
individual, only in terms of what you did, what it cost you, and what 
it resulted in your doing. Do you understand me? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. How would you get the heroin? 

Miss Gors. I would buy the heroin. 

Senator O’Manonry. You would buy it from peddlers, would you 
not? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you know where to find them? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you have any difficulty in finding them? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, out of your experience, would you say 
you believe the narcotics trade should be suppressed or not? 

Miss Gore. Well, yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. You feel that it ought to be suppressed? 

Miss Gorn. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. And you are cooperating with this com- 
mittee in telling this story in order to help suppress that traffic? Did 
it have a bad effect upon your life? 

Miss Gore. Yes; it did. 

Senator O’Manoney. It changed your whole social position, did it 
not? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. And it is now your desire to help others 
escape what you have gone through? 

Miss Gorg. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonery. Were there many peddlers in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Quite a few. 

Senator O’Manonery. Are there still peddlers in Washington? 

Miss Gore. I don’t know because I have been confined in an insti- 
tution now for about 2 months. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, up to 2 months ago, when you were 
confined, was it comparatively easy to obtain the drug? 

Miss Gores. Yes. 

Senator O’Manongy. With how many individuals were you asso- 
ciated with who were users of narcotics? 
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Miss Gorn. What is that? 

Senator O’Manonry. How many of your associates, your friends, 
or your acquaintances were using narcotics? 

Miss Gorn. Well, the majority of my associates were users of 
narcotics. 

Senator O’Manonny. Could you tell how many there were in 
number? 

Miss Gort. No; I couldn’t. 

Senator O’Manongy. Did you leave the Government employ? 

Miss Gorr. Did I leave the Government employ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes. 

Miss Gore. No; I resigned. 

Senator O’Manongsy. Then you did leave; you quit the Govern- 
ment? 

Miss Gores. Yes; I did. 

Senator O’Manonsy. Why did you quit the Government? 

Miss Gore. Well, I quit the Government to go to New York. 

Senator O’Manonty. Wasn’t it because you wanted to find another 
means of obtaining revenue, a high revenue, to buy the material? 

Miss Gore. No, I wouldn’t say that. 

Senator O’Manonry. Did you get other employment? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I have worked on several jobs. 

Senator O’Manonry. In the ordinary walks of business? 

Miss Gore. In the walks of life, yes. 

Senator O’Manonny. And you were able to get salary enough to 
buy the drugs you needed? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator O’Maunonery. So, you had to have an outside source of 
revenue? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are you able to tell us how many friends or 
associates of yours were likewise addicted? What I am trying to find 
out is, what is the market for heroin in the District of Columbia, or 
wherever you were? 

Miss Gorr. You say what is the market? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes, how many people are using it that you 
know of? You say most of your friends and associates did. 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, you knew 20 people, didn’t you? 

Miss Gore. Well, I could say that I know more than 20. 

Senator O’Manoney. You knew more than that; 100 people? 

Miss Gore. I couldn’t give you an estimation of how many people 
that I know, but all of my associates—most of them were. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you tell the investigator that there were 
about 200 associates of yours that were using drugs? 

Miss Gore. I didn’t give him any specific amount of people, 
because I can’t count the people that I know. 

Senator O’Manoney. There are so many, is that right? 

Miss Gore. There are, yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. How about the peddlers you made contact 
with? Let me put it this way. Were there many peddlers of heroin 
in Washington while you were buying? 

Miss Gore. Yes, there were quite a few. 
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Senator O’Manonery. Were they, themselves, addicts, users of 
heroin? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Were they addicts themselves? 

Miss Gore. Yes, they were. 

Senator O’Manoney. The people from whom you bought it, were 
also users? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you ever know where any of them got it? 
I am not going to ask you to name anybody, understand, but did you 
know the source from which they got it? 

Miss Gore. I only know where they say they got it. I don’t know 
definitely. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is all right. Where did they say they 
got it? I don’t want you to give any name, you understand, I don’t 
want you to involve anybody else. You are performing, I think, a 
public service by just coming here and testifying, and we are not trying 
to prosecute you or even persecute you. e are just trying to find 
out how the traffic goes on. 

Miss Gore. They say they got it from New York. 

Senator O’Manonry. They say they got it from New York? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. The people who brought it here? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dante. Now, did you go to New York on some occasions? 
I believe you were in New York during some of the time you were using 
narcotic drugs, is that true? 

Miss Gorn. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Did you buy it from peddlers in New York? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dantev. What kind of drug? 

Miss Gore. Well, any kind of drug that I wanted. 

Senator Danieu. Any kind that you wanted? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

ro DantexL. You had no trouble in finding those who would 
sell it? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Dantext. Did you buy heroin in New York? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danie.. How long did you say you were in New York? 

Miss Gore. Well, I lived in New York. 

Senator Danieu. How long? 

Miss Gorse. From 1946 until 1948, I think. 

Senator Daniex. Now, for that period of time were you using 
narcotics? 

Miss Gorse. At that time I only—lI didn’t start—I quit my Govern- 
ment job in 1946, 

Senator Danie. In 1946 you quit the Govzrnment? 

Miss Gore. Yes, and left and went to New York City. 

Senator DanipLt. Now, maybe we have a mistake here as to the 
date you first used some type of narcotic. Did you use narcotics of 
any type before you quit your Government job? 

Miss Gore. I got addicted to heroin in 1950, as I stated, between 
1950 and 1951. 
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Senator Dante. Yes. Now, when was it you started using 
marihuana and cocaine. 

Miss Gore. Well, I used marihuana in Washington when I was on 
my Government job and the cocaine also. 

Senator Danie. That was before 1950, then? 

Miss Gore. That was before 1950. 

Senator Danteu. So, the date you gave us about 1950 as the 
beginning of your use of marihuana and cocaine was actually the date 
you meant you began using heroin? 

Miss Gore. Yes, 

Senator Danre.. But that while you had been on the Government 
job, you had used maribuana and cocaine for how many years? 

Miss Gore. Well, I started in 1946. 

Senator Danie.. Did you use it continuously until 

Miss Gore. Well, not continuously because as I said it was not 
habit forming, and you didn’t have to have it continuously. 

Senator Danrev. It wasn’t habit forming to you, at least, you mean? 

Miss Gore. Well, to me, at least. 

Senator Dante. You could quit it? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanteL. Well, finally, though, you said you finally had to 
quit it because you couldn’t get it any more? 

Miss Gorn. That was in 1950 when I couldn’t get it any more. 

Senator Danie. So then you turned to heroin? 

Miss Gore. Yes, 

Senator Danint. Which is the worse drug of all? 

Miss Gorn. Yes. 

Senator Danie. You agree to that, don’t you? 

Miss Gorn. Yes, I do. 

Senator Dantet. Why did you turn to heroin? There was still a 
longing of some kind for marihuana and cocaine, something that 
made you try to get it. You couldn’t get it and, therefore, you went 
to another drug? 

Miss Gore. Well, I don’t drink whisky, and people have to have 
some outlet or something, so instead of drinking, I used drugs. 

Senator Dantet. Well, at the time you started using heroin, it cost 
a lot more than the marihuana and cocaine had, didn’t it? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it did. 

Senator Danrex. You felt that you needed some kind of an outlet, 
and you don’t think your use of marihuana and cocaine caused you 
to need heroin or feel like your body needed heroin in 1950? 

Miss Gore. I didn’t understand you. 

Senator Daniet. I say, do you think that your use of marihuana 
and cocaine caused you to need heroin or feel like you needed some 
more cocaine and marihuana in 1950 when you couldn’t obtain it, 
and you went to heroin? Just give it to us in your own words. Why 
did you turn to heroin? 

Miss Gore. I turned to heroin because I say, there was no cocaine 
or marihuana in circulation. There wasn’t anv form of drugs in 
circulation but heroin. 

Senator Dante. And that was here in Washington? 

Miss Gore. That was here in Washington. 


Senator DanreL. And you became addicted to the drug, heroin, in 
Washington? 
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Miss Gore. Yes, I didn’t think that I could become addicted to 
heroin, because I hadn’t addicted to cocaine and marihuana, so I 
tried heroin and I became addicted. 

Senator DanreL. You had been warned against it, had you not? 

Miss Gore. I had heard people say that you could become addicted, 
but I just didn’t believe it. 

Senator Danie. You didn’t believe it? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Danret. You had been warned against marihuana and the 
cocaine, too? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Dante. As a child, had anyone told you the dangers of 
drugs? 

Miss Gore. As a child I never heard anything about any drugs. 

Senator Dantex. In the school or in the home or in the church or 
anywhere, had you heard anything about the dangers of marihuana, 
cocaine, heroin, or other kinds of narcotics? 

Miss Gore. At the time that I was a child, drugs weren’t even 
thought of, I mean nobody knew anything about any drugs. 

Senator Danie. So, you didn’t have any warning of them as a 
child? 

Miss Gore. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Gasque. How long did it take you to become addicted to 
heroin? 

Miss Gore. About, I would say, approximately a month. 

Mr. Gasque. But when you first went on the drug how often did 
you take it? 

Miss Gore. Well, I would say it was every 2 or 3 days or so. 

Mr. Gasque. But very shortly, within the period of a month, it 
became once a day? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Gasque. And, finally, how many shots of heroin did you take 
a day? 

Miss Gore. About three times a day. 

Mr. Gasque. And that would cost about, you say, $35 to $50 a 
dav? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dante. Did you administer these shots to yourself? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Dantet. With a hypodermic needle? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanteL. Where did you take your shots? 

Miss Gore. In my veins. 

Senator Danreu. In your arms? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dantrex. In your legs? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Dante. Just in your arms? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanteL. And that went on over a period of how many 
years? 

Miss Gore. Up until the time that I got arrested. 

Senator Dantet. Until you were arrested this last time? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 
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Senator Danret. You pled guilty to possession of nareotic drugs, 
didn’t you? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Daniet. How long did you live in New York? 

Miss Gore. I said from 1946 until 1948 and then I came back to 
Washington. 

Senator DanieL. Where was your Government job? 

Miss Gors. At the Pentagon, and the last job I held was at the 
Munitions Building for the Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator DanieL. Did you have any job in New York? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did hair in New York. I am a hair dresser. 

Senator DanieL. Were you addicted to heroin while you were in 
New York? 

Miss Gore. No, I wasn’t. 

Senator DanipLt. You were not? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator DanieL. You started that after you came back to Washing- 
ton in 1950? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Daniet. Now, this was a pretty big cost, certainly more 
than any job you had could pay, $35 to $50 a day for heroin. What 
did you do to pay for that? 

Miss Gore. Well, I don’t care to answer that, for fear that it might 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. You wish not to answer that, you claim your 
privilege under the fifth amendment because it might incriminate you, 
is that what you meant to say? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. About how many peddlers did you say you knew 
in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Well, as I said before I knew quite a few. 

Senator Dante. Would you say as many as 20? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Danret. You don’t know as many as 20? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Danreu. As many as 15? 

Miss Gore. No, I do not. 

Senator Dantet. Approximately, how many, as many as 10? 

Miss Gore. No, I wouldn’t say as many as 10. 

Senator DanreL. Can you give us any estimate about how many 
peddlers of heroin that you knew in Washington? 

Miss Gore. I would say I knew about 5 or 6 peddlers. 

Senator DanrE.. Five or six? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Daniet. Did you, vourself, do any pushing or peddling 
for drugs? 

Miss Gore. No, I did not. 

Senator Danie.. Did you ever buy drugs from anyone in New 
York? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I have bought—not a large quantity of drugs, I 
haven’t. 

Senator Danret. Have you bought drugs for your own use in New 
York? 

Miss Gore. Yes, for my own personal use. 
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Senator Danreu. On several occasions? 

Miss Gore. Yes, on several occasions. 

Senator Danie. Did you buy heroin in New York? 

Miss Gore. Not between the years of 1946 and 1948. 

Senator Danret. I mean later on. 

Miss Gore. Like if I went to New York on a visit, like that, I did. 

Senator Daniet. Then you did buy heroin in New York. Can 

ou give us any idea as to how the market compares between New 

ork and Washington, as to the ease with which you could buy 
heroin back prior to 2 months ago? When was your last visit to 
New York? 

Miss Gore. My last visit to New York was in January. 

Senator Dante. How long did you stay? 

Miss Gore. I stayed a couple of days. 

Senator Danret. Was it easy for you to buy your heroin there? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it was. 

Senator Danre.. Was it easy during that time and up until you 
were arrested this last time to buy heroin in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Yes, until the time of my arrest. 

Senator Danret. About 2 months ago? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. And how did the costs compare? Did it cost 
more here or in New York? 

Miss Gorz. Well, they sell the drugs in different quantities in 
New York than they do in Washington. 

Senator Daniet. Tell us about that. What quantity do they sell 
in New York? 

Miss Gore. Well, they have little cellophane packages that you 
can get different quantities of drugs, $3, $5, $10, bags; and then in 
Washington they sell it in pill form. 

Senator Danret. Pill form? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. How much per pill? 

Miss Gore. $1.50. 

Senator Danieu. $1.50 for a heroin pill? 

Miss Gore. It is in capsules. 

Senator Danreu. In capsule form? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrev. And as far as your need as a heroin addict for the 
day was concerned, did it cost you more in New York to take care of 
yourself or in Washington? 

Miss Gore. It cost me more in Washington because—— 

Senator Dantext. More in Washington? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. Now, you have known drug addicts who turned 
to shoplifting and burglary or other crimes in order to help pay for 
their dope, have you not? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrev. You have. And as a matter of fact, is it true 
that you, yourself, got into that kind of trouble, to keep you up on 
your heroin, is that true? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrev. And you have, I believe, paid your penalty to 
society for that in the case of two shoplifting counts back in 1947, is 
that right? 
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Miss Gors. What is that? 

Senator Danieu. Back in 1947. 

Miss Gorg. What about 1947? 

Senator Dante. I say, did you pay your penalty to society by 
serving a period of time on two shoplifting charges? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danreu. Actually, they were in New York were they not? 

Miss Gore. Yes, they were. 

Senator DanieL. What type of drug were you using at that time? 

Miss Gore. At that time, as I stated, it was cocaine and heroin. 

Senator Danie. Did you start this cocaine or marihuana in New 
York or Washington? ' 

Miss Gors. As I stated before, I started it in Washington and I 
left here and went to New York. 

Senator Dante. And in 1947 you were convicted of shoplifting? 
Did you do that to try to get money to pay for marihuana and cocaine? 
In other words, what we want to know is whether or not you slipped 
and violated the law on shoplifting before you fooled with drugs, or 
whether it was after you started needing money for drugs? 

Miss Gore. Well, as I stated before, I did use marihuana and co- 
caine at that time in New York. 

Senator Dantet. And did you do the shoplifting to try to get 
money to pay for the marihuana and cocaine? 

Miss Gorn. Well, I guess you could say I did. 

Senator Danie. Well, I really don’t want to say, I just want you 
to tell us what the truth is. 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrge.s. Some people, you know, in some cases they get 
into some violation of the law before they even start fooling with 
drugs. 

Miss Gore. Well, ever since I have violated the law I have been 
fooling with drugs. 

Senator DanigeLt. You mean to say that you did not violate the 
law with reference to shoplifting, receiving stolen property, or even 
of these other charges, until after you started taking drugs? 

Miss Gore. That is right. 

Senator Dante. And then I believe later on you were arrested in 
Pennsylvania on a charge, were you not? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dantet. What type of charge was that? . 

Miss Gors. That was the same thing. 

Senator Dante. Shoplifting. And you were given another sen- 
tence then, were you not? 

Miss Gorg. No, I was not given a sentence. 

Senator Danie. Was that a probation? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. You were given a sentence but it was probated? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. A 1-year sentence in Pennsylvania in 1951, is 
that right? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danis. And then in 1952 what type of charge was that? 

Miss Gore. The same thing. 

Senator Danrev. Larceny or shoplifting? 





1010 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie... You were given 4 years? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Where did you serve? 

Miss Gore. In the Maryland House of Correction. 

Senator DanieL. The Maryland House of Correction. Did you 
serve your 4-year period? 

Miss Gore. No; I did not. 

Senator DanreL. When did you get out? 

Miss Gore. The Government gave a pardon and I was released, 
and I did 19 months. 

Senator Daniet. After 19 months the State of Maryland gave you 
a pardon? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Did you have any heroin while you were in 
prison those 19 months? 

Miss Gore. No, I did not. 

Senator Dante.. Was it difficult for you to get along without the 
heroin during that time? 

Miss Gore. Well, no. 

Senator Dante... ‘Had you broken yourself of the habit during the 
19 months in jail? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I had. 

Senator Dante. Well, how in the world did you get started back 
on heroin after that? 

Miss Gore. Being in the same environment is the cause of me using 
heroin again. 

Senator Dante. In other words, after having served about one- 
third of your prison sentence, and after having been convicted three 
times for shoplifting, you got back in the same company when you 
came back to Washington. Is that right? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie.. And went on heroin again? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie. Then you were picked up again in 1954 on a 
larceny charge, were you not? 

Miss Gore. Well, at the time I was sentenced in Maryland—well, 
IT had a detainer, that is one of the reasons I didn’t do but the 19 
months is because I had a detainer for Washington. 

Senator DanigEu. I see. Were you tried on the Washington charge? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I was. 

Senator Danre.. And what was that charge? 

Miss Gore. I received 90 days at that time. 

Senator DanreL. What was the offense, shoplifting? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie. Were you able to get enough on shoplifting, 
larceny, and things of that kind to pay for these narcotics, or did you 
do anything else? 

Miss Gore. No, that is all I did. 

Senator Daniex. That is all you did to pay for it? 

Miss Gore. That is right. 

Senator DanreL. Did you serve the 90 days? And where did you 
serve that? In jail here? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 
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Senator Danigex. Did you get off the narcotics satisfactorily during 
that 90 days? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Danie. Were you able to get the narcotics in jail? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator DanieL. You went 90 days during that period in jail 
without any narcotics, didn’t you? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danieu. Was that a difficult period of time for you? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Daniev. Did you suffer any during that time because of 
the lack of heroin? 

Miss Gorn. Well, no more than the usual symptoms that people 
go through when they are breaking a habit. 

Senator Danie. How long after you got out—how long after you 
got out of the Washington jail before you bought some heroin in 1954, 
last year? 

Miss Gore. The very same day I got out. 

Senator DanteL. The same day? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danret. You wanted to go right back? Did you have any 
trouble finding it? 

Miss Gore. No, I didn’t. 

Senator Danre.t. And you stayed on using this heroin until you 
were arrested this last time and you pled guilty of possession of heroin? 

Miss Gore. That is right. 

Senator DanieL. Now, Senator O’Mahoney asked you a moment 
ago the effect that this had on other people. Actually, in this case, 
it had some effect on your brother, did it not? Your addiction had 
some effect on your brother, McKinley Gore, is he your brother? 

Miss Gore. Yes, he is. 

Senator Danie. Did he become addicted to narcotic drugs? 

Miss Gores. Yes, he did. 

Senator Dantex. Did you introduce them to him, did you give him 
his narcotics first? 

Miss Gore. No, I did not. 

Senator Daniev. And Carlton Hansford, do you know him? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I do. 

Senator Danieu. Who is he? 

Miss Gore. He was my friend. 

Senator Daniex. Your friend? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danieu. Was he your common-law husband? 

Miss Gore. Yes, he was. 

Senator Danigu. Is he addicted to drugs? 

Miss Gore. He was, yes. 

Senator DanieL. What was he using? 

Miss Gore. The same thing. 

Senator Dante. Heroin? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanigL. So your common-law husband and vour brother 
were both using heroin. Now, do you know a man named William 
Douglas? 


71515—56—pt. 414 
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Miss Gore. I refuse to answer, because my answer might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danreu. Because it might incriminate you? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Dantet. Do you know Robert Wright? 

Miss Gore. I refuse to answer because my answer might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanteL. Do you know William, or “Blue” Miller? 

Miss Gore. I refuse to answer because my answer might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanreL. Without any reference to the last question, I will 
ask you this. Are you willing to give the committee the names of the 
sources of your heroin in Washington? 

Miss Gore. I don’t have to give the committee the sources of where 
I got my supply of heroin, because the arresting officers know my 
source. 

Senator Danrgext. They know your source of heroin? 

Any further questions, Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. GasaqueE. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danrev. Will you let me ask you this? Have you been 
sentenced on this last charge? 

Miss Gore. No, I have not. : 

Senator DanreL. This will make about what, about the fourth or 
fifth sentence that you heve received since you were 18 years old? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. Well, do you have any idea after you once get 
off heroin again—you have been off it 60 days now; if you were free 
right now do you think you would go back to it? 

Miss Gore. No, I will never go back to heroin again. I have 
never been arrested for narcotics before and this has really taught 
me a lesson, and I don’t intend to even go in the walk of life that J 
have been traveling, if there is a possibility that I can get me a job 
and live decently again, that is what I will attempt to do. 

Senator DanteL. Well, I certainly hope you will be successful. 
If you get back into this crowd that you were in before, there won’t 
be much hope for you, will there? 

Miss Gore. No, but I don’t intend to get back into that crowd 
again. 

Senator Dantev. Do you feel that the users of narcotics, those 
that are already addicts, spread it out to their associates, is that 
your idea as to how new addicts are formed? Did any peddler come 
to you and try to get you started? 

Miss Gore. No, no peddler has ever come to me and tried to get 
me started. 

Senator Dante. It was friends who were addicted; is that right? 

Miss Gore. Yes, friends. 

Senator Danrex. About the best way to clean up this problem 
would be to get the narcotic addicts off the streets and away from 
associating with other people; isn’t that right? 

Miss Gore. Well, it is all in a person’s mind. If they have a mind 
of their own, then I don’t think anyone can lead them into using 
narcotics. 

Senator Danrex. You have just said that if you get back into the 


same company and the same associates, you will probably go to 
using heroin again. 
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Miss Gors. That is what I stated, but if I—— 

Senator Dante. So association is important in the matter? 

Miss Gore. Yes, association is important. But if a person sees 
that they are in the company of someone that is wrong, I think it is 
best to move out and find new friends. 

Senator Dante. But you didn’t do that. 

Miss Gore. No, I didn’t. 

Senator Dantex. You had 4 or 5 chances to do it? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. You think this time that you are going to find 
new friends? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Do you agree with the members of this committee 
and those who have testified before us that the worst thing in spread- 
ing narcotics addiction to other people is the addicts themselves who 
are associated with other people. 

Miss Gore. Well, most addicts stay together, they don’t associate 
with people that aren’t addicts. 

Senator Danie. They mingle together? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrteu. Have ‘mn ever known of any new addicts coming 
into the picture during this period of time you have used heroin? 


Have you ever seen any new person join the association like you did 
at the beginning? 

Miss Gore. No, I have never seen anyone come in just—no, I 
haven’t. 


Senator Danrex. You haven’t seen it spread to the younger people? 


Miss Gore. No, I haven’t seen it spread. 

Senator Danteu. You haven’t seen any new addicts? 

Miss Gore. No. 

Senator Dante. In other words, all the addicts you knew when you 
started using heroin, they are all still using it, and you haven’t seen 
any new heroin addicts caused by association with presently known 
addicts, those you have know in the past, let us say? 

Miss Gore. I mean, I meet different people every day, and I 
couldn’t say how other addicts got started on drugs. I can only say 
how I got started. 

Senator Daniext. Did you tell our investigator that you were 
partially responsible for your brother getting started? 

Miss Gore. No, I did not, I couldn’t say that I was partially 
responsible for my brother getting started. 

Senator O’Manoney. He was in the same group that you were. 

Senator DanreLt. Do you think you could have said, well, our 
investigator understood you as saying—and I have the report here— 
that you were partially responsible for introducing your younger 
brother, McKinley Gore, to the use of narcotics. Did you say any- 
thing that could have caused him to misunderstand you when you 
said that? 

Miss Gore. If I said anything like that, similar to that, to the 
investigator, it was because I thought it myself, it wasn’t because I 
actually did it. I thought by my being on drugs might have inticed 
him at some time or another to start using drugs, because he had 
probably seen me do it and wanted to try something himself. 
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Senator Daniev. That is exactly what I was getting at when I was 
talking to you about addicts spreading it to other people who see 
him and associate with them. It is sort of like leprosy. In the case 
of lepers we got them away for treatment and isolation, but in the 
case of narcotic addicts we don’t. 

Senator O’Mahoney, do you have anything further? 

Senator O’Manonry. No. 

Senator DanteL. Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. Addiction has brought great heartache and disap- 
pointment to your family and to you personally; hasn’t it? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it has. 

Mr. Gasque. Was it responsible for your leaving the Government 
service? 

Miss Gore. No, not exactly. 

Mr. Gasque. Have you told the committee all that you want to 
tell us about the traffic in Washington, or would you like to make 
an additional statement of your own? 

Miss Gore. Yes, I would like to state this about my brother. I do 
have a brother that has just received from 5 to 21 years and at the 
time that—he was convicted for narcotics and he got 5 to 15 years, 
I think, for narcotics and my brother, I know definitely, was not a 
peddler of drugs, he was only a user like I am, like I was, and the 
same fellow that is the cause of my being here is the one that is the 
cause of him being where he is also. 

Mr. GasqueE. It is a terrible thing; isn’t it? 

Miss Gore. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Gasque. And he is on the streets today, isn’t he? 

Miss Gore. Yes, he is. 

Mr. Gasque. And he is still spreading addiction today; isn’t he? 

Miss Gore. He is. 

Mr. Gasquer. Unless you are willing to give the committee his 
name, the committee is in a position of not being able to do anything 
about it. 

Miss Gore. That is Danny Cole. 

Mr. Gasque. Danny Cole. 

Senator Dante. How do you spell the last name? 

Miss Gort. Danny Cole, C-o-l-e, I suppose, is the way you spell 
his name. 

Mr. Gasque. And he is on the streets of Washington today? 

Miss Gore. Yes, sir, he is. 

Mr. Gasque. As far as you know? 

Miss Gore. Yes; as far as I know he is still in the streets. 

Mr. Gasque. Peddling heroin? 

Miss Gore. I suppose so. 

Mr. Gasqur. He was peddling at the time you knew him? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he was. 

Mr. Gasque. He is responsible for your addiction? 

Miss Gore. He is not responsible for my addiction, he is responsible 
for my being here. 

Mr. Gasque. For your being here? 

Miss Gore. Yes; and he knew that I was not a drug peddler, and he 
is the cause of my being arrested. 

Senator Danie... How do you know that? 

Miss Gore. How do I know what? 
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Senator DanieL. That he is the cause of your being arrested? 

Miss Gore. Because he is the fellow that got me arrested. 

Senator Danrex. Got you arrested? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he did. 

Senator Dante. Danny Cole? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he did. 

Senator Dantet. What business is he in? 

Miss Gore. As far as I know—all I know is about Danny Cole is 
that Danny Cole was a drug peddler. 

Senator O’Manoney. You mean that he is responsible for your 
being here, because he sold you the heroin? 

Miss Gore. No; he didn’t sell me the heroin. 

Senator O’Manoney. What did he do, give it to you? 

Miss Gore. That is a long story. 

Senator O’Manoney. You said he was a peddler. 

Miss Gore. Yes; he was a peddler. 

Senator O’Manoney. But not a peddler to you? 

Miss Gore. Yes; I have bought narcotics from Danny Cole. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you mean that he informed on you? 

Miss Gore. He informed on me, yes, that is the reason for my 
being arrested. 

Senator O’Manonry. Why should he do that? 

Miss Gore. I don’t know why he did it. I presume that he did it 
because he couldn’t find anybody to get, so he got me. 

Senator DaniteL. How about your brother? 

Miss Gore. And my brother also. 

Senator Dante. Did he sell heroin to your brother? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he has. 

Senator Dante. And to your common-law husband? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he has. 

Senator Danteu. Did he testify against all three of you? 

Miss Gore. No; he wasn’t anywhere in the picture at the time of 
the trial. 

Senator DanieL. How long did you buy heroin from Danny 


Cole? 

Miss Gore. Well, from the time I came home in July until the 
time of his arrest. 

Senator Dantex. July 1954. 

Miss Gorn. Yes. 

Senator Dantev. Until he was arrested this year? 

Miss Gore. He was arrested in 1954, I think it was in December. 

Senator Dante. Was he convicted? 

Miss Gore. No; he wasn’t convicted, because he is still on the 
streets. 

Senator DanieL. Was he an addict as well as a peddler? 

Miss Gore. Yes; he was. 

Senator Danreu. You have seen him take hypodermic shots, have 
you? 

Miss Gore. Yes; I have, Senator. 

Senator Danret. Does he have a business of any kind or place or 
location where you go to buy the heroin from him? 

Miss Gore. No; he doesn’t. 

Senator Danret. Where does he live? 

Miss Gore. I can’t think. 
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Senator Danrex. On what street? 

Miss Gore. I can’t think of the name of the street that he lives 
on. 

Senator DantzEt. I see. 

Mr. Counsel, anything else? 

Mr. Gasquer. Don’t you think that what the peddlers did to you 
and to your brother and common-law Sockenel in supplying this 
heroin was a terrible thing? 

Miss Gore. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Gasaque. Isn’t the reason that you can’t name a greater num- 
ber of peddlers than you have, in your own mind isn’t the reason that 
an addict usually has 1 or 2 sources of supply, and as long as those 
sources of supply are available, he doesn’t learn of other sources? 

Miss Gore. What do you mean? Aslongas they have 1 or 2 places 
where they can go to get the heroin? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes. 

Miss Gorz. They do not learn about the other sources? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes. 

Miss Gore. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. Gasquz. They do not learn of any sources because they do 
not need to know of them? 

Miss Gore. That is right. 

Mr. Gasque. And is it easier in Washington, D. C., to learn the 
sources? 

Miss Gore. No; it is not. 

Senator Danret. You said you knew about—did you say 10 
peddlers? 

Miss Gore. No; I did not say 10. 

Senator Dantet. I am sorry. Did you ever say about how many”? 

Miss Gore. No; I never stated that. 

Senator Danrex. About 5 or 6? 

Miss Gore. I probably said 5 or 6 of them. 

Senator Danizxi. Do you wish to name any more of these peddlers, 
other than Danny Cole to the committee? 

Miss Gore. No; I do not. 

. Senator O’Manoney. Did you ever have any difficulty getting the 
eroin? 

Miss Gore. No; I have never had difficulty—the only time I have 
had difficulty getting heroin is, as I have stated before, after the time 
of my arrest. 

Senator O’Manoney. Prior to that time you could get heroin 
whenever you wanted it in the District of Columbia? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. You knew where to go to get it? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator O’Maunoney. Do you think you could get it if you were a 
free woman tomorrow and wanted to get heroin, do you think you 
would know where to get it? 

Miss Gore. Well, if I didn’t know I could find out. 

Senator DantEeL. Quickly? 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danie. Counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. Did you tell the officer that—I believe you stated 
at a prior time, that you told the officer at the time of your arrest 
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the source of your supply. You told the officers the peddlers you 
were buying your heroin from. 

Senator Danreu. I think what she said was that the officers knew 
the source of supply. 

Miss Gore. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. You did not say that you told them? 

Miss Gore. No; I didn’t say that I told them. 

Senator O’Manonery. Let me ask you one final question. As a 
result of your experience, what is your advice to young people, girls 
of 18, young boys, like your brother, and others who may be tempted 
by curiosity or otherwise to begin the use of marijuana, cocaine, 
heroin, or any of these narcotics? 

Miss Gorn. Well, my advice to the young people is, don’t use it 
because it causes heartaches. 

Senator O’Manonsy. If you had known when you first went to 
that party, what you know now, would you have tried that experi- 
ment? 

Miss Gore. No; I wouldn’t have. 

Senator O’Manonry. For the record, the committee feels that you 
have performed a public service by coming here and giving us this 
information. 

And the committee is also grateful to the Attorney General of the 
United States for bis understanding and cooperation in responding 
to the subcommittee request to have these witnesses today. The 
record should reflect that the subpena for this witness was issued by 
the committee only after our request to examine her was approved by 
the Department of Justice, and after she, herself, said she would be 
willing to appear. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fred Wilson, do you solemnly swear that the testimony 
you are about to give to this subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth so help you God? 

Mr. Wiuson. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF FRED EARL WILSON, BUREAU OF NARCOTICS, 
UNITED STATES TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Senator DanieL. You may be seated. State your name, please. 

Mr. Wiison. Fred Earl Wilson. 

Senator Danret. What is your occupation? 

Mr. Witson. I am a United States Treasury narcotics agent. 

Senator Danteu. And you are with the Bureau of Narcotics here in 
the District? 

Mr. Witson. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Do you know the witness who just testified? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. And her commonlaw husband and brother? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Are you acquainted with the cases made against 
these persons? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. To what did they plead guilty? 

Mr. Witson. Ethel Gore pled guilty to possession of heroin. 
Carlton Hansford 
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Senator Dantsv. I am sorry, but this is an undercover man for the 
Bureau of Narcotics. If you have any pictures we will depend on 
you to get rid of them. You know the reason without me telling it. 
Any pictures of this gentleman that have already been made will 
not be used. And be sure not to take any more. 

All right, Mr. Wilson, what did Ethel Gore plead guilty to? 

Mr. Witson. Ethel Gore pled guilty to the possession of heroin. 
Carlton Hansford pled guilty to the possession and sale of heroin. 
And McKinley Gore was found guilty by a jury of the sale and 
possession of heroin. 

Senator Danrsev. You have heard the testimony concerning the 
availability of heroin to these three particular individuals. Can you 
give the committee the information as to where this heroin was 
coming from? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, I can. 

Senator DanreL. Would you proceed in your own way to give the 
committee all the information you have on this? 

Mr. Witson. In September of 1954 the Bureau of Narcotics made 
a case involving one Daniel Cole. At the time of the arrest Daniel 
Cole assaulted a Federal officer, and was in jail for 90 some days 
when he communicated with me and said that he would like to help 
the Government in the development of narcotic cases. Cole was 
subsequently released from jail on bond and with an undercover agent 
of the Bureau of Narcotics developed numerous cases in Washington, 
D. C., and this one in which Ethel Gore, Carlton Hansford, and 
McKinley Gore were the defendants. 

Senator Danie. He was serving then for the Bureau of Narcotics 
as a confidential employee, was he? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danigev. Now, then, can you tell us where Danny Cole 
was getting his heroin to sell before he started working with you? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, Daniel Cole was getting his heroin from 
New York from a man who has subsequently been convicted in New 
York for the sale of heroin. 

Senator DanipL. Who was that man? 

Mr. Witson. I believe his name was 

Senator Danrex. That is all right if you do not remember. He was 
a New York wholesaler? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. How often did Daniel Cole go to New York to 
get his heroin? 

Mr. Witson. Our information was that he was receiving about 
5 ounces a week. 

Senator Dante. Did he tell you that later? 

Mr. Wiuson. He never made that statement to me, but I received 
it from confidential informants that he was receiving that much. 

Senator Dante. Five ounces a week? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. About what would that be worth on the retail 
market by the time it is cut down and sold out to dope addicts? 

Mr. Witson. I think that we figured out that he was making about 
$500 a day profit. 

ott Dantet. And Danny Cole was making about $500 a day 
profit? 
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Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danteu. On the heroin that he got from New York? 

Mr. Wixson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Now, were there any others—do you have evidence 
that there were any other peddlers of narcotics who were selling to 
these three people—Ethel Gore, McKinley Gore, her brother, and 
Carlton Hansford? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, I have. 

Senator Dantet. Would you give us that information? 

Mr. Witson. During the purchases of narcotics by the under- 
cover man—we usually try to conduct surveillances and through those 
surveillances we ascertained that the source of supply for Ethel Gore 
and Carlton Hansford was one William Dillard Douglas. Douglas 
at that time was residing at 1925 Gail NE., Washington, D. C. 
Douglas had been known to the agents in the Washington field office 
since January 7, 1955, when a woman by the name of Ceola Williams 
was arrested, leaving a dope pad. At the time we arrested Ceola 
Williams she had 13 capsules of heroin which she threw away. The 
heroin was recovered by the arresting officers and we knew that it had 
come from 1452 Fairmont Street NW., where Douglas was residing 
at that time. 

I and several other officers entered the house by both the front and 
rear doors. As we went into the house, it was late at night and when 
we opened the window to see who was there, they knew it wasn’t 
anybody who should be there. There was a scuffle inside and we 
chased William Douglas and several other men up the steps. 

We couldn’t find any heroin in the house but there was a small boy 
there about 6 years old and we never did find out what his name was, 
but he referred to Douglas as “Uncle Billy.” And he told us that 
Uncle Billy had run into the bathroom and flushed a bag down the 
commode. 

We took Douglas down to the Police Department where pictures 
and photographs were made and he was subsequently released, 
although two of the people that were in the area at the time the 
arrest was made were charged with housebreaking and larceny, 
through subsequent investigations by the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment. 

Senator Danie. Is William Douglas in the room? 

(No response.) 

Senator DanreL. Have you seen him here during these hearings? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir; he was here yesterday. 

Senator DanrE.. Is he the individual you are talking about? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dantet. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Witson. Douglas moved from 1452 Fairmont Street NW., and 
the next we heard of him was when the special employee, Cole, called 
me and told me he had communicated with Carlton Hansford, and 
that Hansford had a connection that could furnish him with as much 
heroin as he wanted. 

The special employee made the arrangements. Our undercover, 
without the benefit of even meeting Carlton Hansford at the em- 
ployee’s house, met him at 34th and Benning Road NE. At that 
time, I observed the undercover agent give to Carlton Hansford—who 
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was also previously known to our office—money. And at that time 
it was very windy, and some of the money blew down the street so 
I was sure he had passed him money. 

I followed Hansford to the vicinity of 19th and Gail Streets NE. , 
where Hansford went into 1925 Gail Street, was in there about 5 
minutes, and came back out and got in a taxicab and returned to 
34th and Benning Road where he met our special undercover agent. 

At that time, the undercover agent received 50 capsules of heroin. 
And to the best of my recollection, Hansford had more than 50 cap- 
sules in his hand. And he told the undercover agent that the source 
of supply was so good, he just told him to “go ahead and take what 
you want, and just give me the money.” 

Senator DANIEL. The undercover agent or Hansford said that? 

Mr. Wiison. Hansford told that to the undercover agent. 

Senator Danrex. Carlton Hansford, the common-law husband of 
Ethel Gore? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. The undercover agent counted out 50 
capsules of the heroin for which he had paid, I believe, $75, and re- 
turned to the Washington field office, where the evidence was processed 
for evidence in court. 

There were no more observations made on Douglas at that time, 
although they did purchase without the benefit of surveillance, 50 
more capsules for $75 from Carlton Hansford. 

On February 9, Hansford was again contacted and 50 more capsules 
were purchased. And the surveilling agents weren’t able to get close 
enough to put him in 1925 Gail Street, but he did go to that vicinity. 

Senator Danis. That is William Douglas’ residence? 

Mr. Wiuison. Yes, sir. On February 11, 1955, arrangements were 
again made with our undercover agent, Carlton Hansford, to pur- 
chase—they were made this time to purchase heroin from Ethel Gore, 
which had been arranged by telephone call. A narcotics agent ob- 
served our undercover agent meet Ethel Gore and, at that time, she 
was in a taxicab. The surveilling agent followed the cab to the 
vicinity of 1925 Gail Street, saw them go into the house, saw them come 
out of the house, followed them to Gore’s address on Maryland 
Avenue and then back to 1925 Gail Street. 

That concluded the purchases of narcotics at that time, and we 
began just a surveillance of 1925 Gail Street, in an effort to develop 
Douglas’ pattern of operation. 

On February 16, we saw—well, we were in the 1800 block of Gail 
Street, and we saw a woman who had been arrested the night that 
Douglas was arrested on Fairmont Street—there was a taxicab drove 
up and she got out and went into Douglas’ house and remained about 
5 minutes and came out and drove away. At 2:30 we saw a man who 
was known to our office—I suppose you would call him a transporta- 
tion specialist for thieves. He has an automobile which he operates, 
takes these drug addicts to wherever they want to steal, and after 
they have stolen he takes them back to their fence. We saw this 
man and he parked at 20th and Gail Streets. We saw Ethel Gore 
go into the house and she was admitted by William Douglas’ brother. 

At 2:34 we saw Hansford leave the automobile and go into the 
house. And at 2:54 Hansford and Gore came out of the house 
together. At 3:10 on February 16 we saw the cab driver come by, 
look the house over, but she didn’t stop. 
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At 3:50 on February 16 we saw a known drug retailer who operates 
in the 1700 block of Swann Street NW., park his automobile in front 
of the house, blow his horn. The storm door on the house was open. 
He was motioned into the house by Douglas’ brother. At 4:40 p. m. 
this drug peddler left the house and was followed to the 2000 block 
of.U Street. He stopped at poolroom where narcotics are readily 
available, talked with two people who are known to our office as 
addicts, and they got into a car with him. 

Of course, at 4:40 in the afternoon, due to the traffic obstructions 
we couldn’t conduct any more surveillance on that day. 

The following day, February 17, at 1:45 p. m. we went by Ethel 
Gore’s home and saw the automobile that she had been riding around 
in with this man that transports these thieves. And at 2:25 we saw 
Ethel Gore try to enter Gail Street and, evidently, there was no one 
home. There were at least four people in the automobile when she 
got back in it. She circled the block several times, I suppose, to 
try to locate Douglas but she didn’t gain admittance to the house, and 
they left the area. 

At 2:35 we saw Douglas come out of the house—no, at 2:35 we saw 
Douglas come to 1925 Gail Street and park an automobile. He got 
out of the car, took a key from his pocket, and unlocked the front door 
of the house and went into the house. 

There were no more surveillances conducted that day. 

On February 17—there were surveillances conducted, excuse me. 

At 3:35 p. m. we saw Douglas come out of the house and drive a 
1953 Ford sedan away and, at that time, the observations were 
discontinued until 7:30 p. m. that night. 

At 7:30 we saw the drug peddler who operates in the 1700 block of 
Swann Street, park his automobile in front of the house and to into 
the house. A few minutes later Douglas came out of the house by 
himself, got into his automobile and went to an address on K Street, 
where a known or suspected narcotic violator lives, who has previously 
been convicted of violation of nartotic laws. And Douglas parked 
his car in the area and went to this man’s house. 

About 8:15 Douglas came out of that house and was followed to a 
drugstore and we believe at that time he purchased capsules in which 
narcotic wholesalers put the heroin. 

Senator Dovetas. You mean unfilled capsules? 

Mr. Witson. We then followed him to an address on Elm Street 
NW. And there was quite a bit of activity around there, between 2 
and 3 automobiles, and Douglas got out of his car and went into this 
specific address on Elm Street and was in there about 20 minutes. 

About 9:15 Douglas came out of that house and went back to the 
address on K Street. He was at an address on K Street about 40 
minutes. When he came out of the K Street address he was carrying 
a brown paper bag, a small paper bag. 

The observations were discontinued than on that day. 

On February 21, 1955, another narcotic agent and myself continued 
an observation of Douglas’ house. At 2:20 p. m. we saw the whole- 
saler from the Swann Street area and his girl friend park the automo- 
bile which Douglas had been driving in front of his house. The girl 
remained in the car and the man went into the house. And at that 
time he didn’t have on a topcoat but when he came out he was carrying 
a coat. 
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We stayed there for about 40 minutes before he left the area. 

At 3 p. m. the automobile in which Ethel Gore and Carlton Hans- 
ford traveled in, again containing at least four people was observed at 
the vicinity of 19th and Gail Streets, and Ethel Gore was seen going 
into the house. 


At 3:12 she came out of the house and there were no further sur- 
veillances on the 21st. 

On the 24th surveillance of 1925 Gail Street was resumed, and 
William Douglas was followed from his house to the vicinity of 11th 
and O Streets NW., which is an area where addicts frequent, to 7th 
and T Streets, which has always been a good area, was followed back 
to his home at 1925 Gail Street NE. There, a very well-known news- 
writer in this town, and a suspected narcotics trafficker was observed 
coming out of Douglas’ house. 

We followed this man from Douglas’ house to his home. And he 
was driving Douglas’ car and we stopped that man on the pretext of 
investigating numbers. There was a Metropolitan policeman with 
me at the time. And he was questioned but it didn’t do us much good. 

But at numerous times we conferred with the United States 
Attorney’s office in an effort to secure a search warrant for Douglas’ 
house, but we were never able to do so, because the United States 
Attorney’s office did not think we had sufficient probable cause to 
obtain a search warrant. 

Senator Dante. With all of this evidence, and Ethel Gore and 
Carlton Hansford going in and out of the house, and these drug 
peddlers that you knew going in and out of the house of William 
Douglas, and all of that, that you have related to the committee, you 
related all of that to the United States Attorney’s office? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, on several occasions. 

Senator O’Manonry. Over what period? 

Mr. Witson. From the inception of the investigation of Ethel 
Gore and Carlion Hansford on February 21. 

Senator O’Manonry. What year? 

Mr. Witson. This vear, 1955. 

Senator O’Manoney. From February until when? 

Mr. Witson. We conducted surveillances from February 7 to 
21—February 24. 

Senator O’Manuonry. More than 2 weeks? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. During which transpired all these details 
that you have given to us? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did vou give that statement to the United 
States Attorney’s offic e? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you give it to any particular individual? 

Mr. Witson. Yes s, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. To any group of individuals? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. I talked to several district attorneys and 
to the United States Commissioner. 

Senator O’Manoney. Were you alone? 

Mr. Witson. No, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. How many companions did you have? 

Mr. Witson. I was with the investigator that was assigned to the 
United States District Attorney’s office. 
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Senator O’Manoney. Did you try to persuade them that you had 
sufficient grounds upon which to place a search warrant? 

Mr. Wison. Yes, sir, we were very adamant and persistent in try- 
ing to place a search warrant for William Douglas because we felt that 
he was a very good violator 

Senator O’Manoney. What did you mean by a “‘good violator’’? 

Mr. Witson. You have some violators, Senator, that aren’t worth 
the time that you put into it. They are fly-by-nights, they get $125, 
they go to New York and come back with an ounce of heroin. Today 
they are rich, tomorrow they are broke. 

But here is a man who was continuously in the upper strata of 
peddlers. 

Senator O’Manonry. A man who is making a business of it? 

Mr. Witson. Very definitely in my estimation. 

Senator O’Manoney. What was the reason given for the refusal to 
issue a search warrant? 

Mr. Witson. No specific refusal, with the explanation that we 
couldn’t comply at that time with the fundamental requests of the 
district attorney’s office. 

To obtain a search warrant in the District of Columbia, you either 
have to have positive knowledge, an informer that will sign a state- 
ment that narcotics are in that house, or an undercover agent who can 
say that he has positive knowledge that narcotics are secreted in the 
house. We could have got a search warrant if we had wished to dis- 
close the identity of our undercover agent at that time, but we wanted 
to further the investigation without disclosing the undercover agent’s 
identity. 

Senator O’Manony. If you disclosed the identity of the under- 
cover agent to the United States Attorney’s office, would that not 
have been successful? 

Mr. Wiison. They would have wanted the agent to swear to the 
warrant, and, of course, when the agent swore to the warrant, he 
would have to use his own name, and give the date of the violation 
and it would have been very simple for the people to detect who the 
undercover agent was. 

Senator O’Manoney. How would you suggest that it be done? 

Mr. Winson. I believe that when an officer has reason to believe, 
beyond any doubt, that the man is trafficking in narcotics that he 
should. be able to get a search warrant. 

Senator O’Manoney. You mean the officer? 

Mr. Wiison. Well, an agent or a police officer that specializes in 
harcotics investigations. 

Senator O’Manonery. Then would you say that there ought to be 
a different law to cover and support a search warrant for narcotics 
against a householder? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, I believe so. So many of the laws in the 
District of Columbia have been reversed by the court of appeals in 
numbers cases and the attorneys govern their rulings by the court 
of appeals ruling which they feel could also be used for reversal in 
court in narcotics cases. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you have before you the statute governing 
the issuance of search warrants in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Witson. I haven’t, but I understand that Mr. Smithson who 
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will testify before this committee, will be prepared to give you that 
information. 

Senator Danriet. We will have other witnesses on that and [| 
might say for the record, and in case Senator O’Mahoney did not 
hear this particular evidence, that we have gone into the full develop- 
ment of the case because of the fact that Mr. Anslinger and Assistant 
Attorney Warren Olney, Chief of the Criminal Division of the Attorney 
General’s Office, recommended to the committee that we consider 
special search and seizure laws because under the present laws or 
interpretation of the laws in the District of Columbia, that they are 
handicapped far beyond investigating officers in various States where 
the law for searches and seizures is more liberal, as far as the law 
enforcement officers are concerned. Is it your idea that because of 
the strict interpretations that we have in the District of Columbia 
on what must be shown before you get a search warrant that that has 
made it impossible for you to search the house of William Douglas? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And the only way you could have done it would 
have been to show your undercover agent at the time when it was 
more valuable to keep him, is that right? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante... And do you know of other cases—we won’t take 
the time to go into them now—do you know of other cases where you 
have been handicapped because of the law on searches and seizures 
here in the District? 

Mr. Wuson. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteLt. Numerous ones? 

Mr. Witson. It becomes frustrating at times, there are so many 
of them. 

Senator Danrgx. I may say, that is the same thing that Mr. Olney 
and Commissioner Anslinger have told the committee about the 
District and we are glad that you brought this example to us. And 
William Douglas is still a free man, is he not? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir, but we are keeping close tab on him. 

Senator DanteL. We have him under subpena and I will call him 
as soon as you leave the stand. 

Do you have anything else to present to the committee? 

Mr. Witson. Nothing else. 

Senator Danret. Thank you very much for this information. 

William Douglas? 

Mr. Reporter, let the record show that William Douglas was called 
at this hour and that he did not answer to his name, although he 
was present on the first day of this hearing and was in attendance at 
the hearings yesterday. 

Margaret Stewart? 

Do you want the photographer not to take any more pictures’ 

Miss Stewart. That is right. 


STATEMENT OF MARGARET SARAH DELORES STEWART, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gasqure. What is your full name and address? 

Miss Srewart. Margaret Sarah Delores Stewart, 2208 First 
Street NW. 

Mr. Gasque. When did you first come to Washington? 
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Miss Stewart. About 1941. 

Mr. Gasque. Where were you living before you came to Wash- 
ington? 

Miss Stewart. I was staying in Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. GasqvuE. Before you came to Washington, had you ever used 
narcotics in any form? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. How old were you when you began using narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. I was about 14 when I began using narcotics. 

Mr. GasqueE. 14? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Was that in the city of Baltimore? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. What kind of narcotics were you using? 

Miss Stewart. I was smoking hop from the beginning, taking hop 
medicine and then smoking 

Senator DanreL. Just a moment. I want to thank the photog- 
raphers for reminding us. We have failed to swear the witness. Do 
you solemnly swear that the testimony that you have given and that 
you will now give to the committee, ‘this subcommittee of the Judi- 
ciary Committee, will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 

Miss Srewarr. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MARGARET SARAH DELORES STEWART, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gasque. How old were you when you began using narcotics? 


Miss Stewart. About 14 years old. 

Mr. Gasque. And what kind of narcotics did you use? 

Miss Srewart. | started out taking hop medicine. 

Mr. Gasquge. What is hop medicine? 

Miss Stewart. That is made of good wine, gin—good wine, gin, 
and hop 

Mr. Gasque. Opium? 

Miss Stewart. Yes. 

Senator Danret. What was that mixture? 

Miss Stewart. Wine, gin, and the yenshee of hop and the heroin 
mixed. 

Mr. Gasqur. How do you spell Yenshee? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know. 

Mr. Speer. Y-e-n-s-h-e-e. 

Mr. GasqueE. Where did you smoke your hop? 

Miss Srewart. When I was in Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. Gasquse. Who was the first person who ever introduced you 
to the narcotics or hop medicine, as you call it? 

Miss Stewart. The first one was a girl by the name—they used 
to call her “Chinese Sis.”’ 

Mr. Gasque. Chinese Sis? 

Miss Stewart. Yes. 

Mr. Gasqur. Was that while you were working for her? 

Miss Stewart. No; not at that time. I wasn’t doing anything. 

Mr. Gasque. How did you happen to know her? Tell us, in your 
own words. 
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Miss Srewart. Well, I met a lady who was running a whorehouse 
by the name of Lee Jackson and I used to go to the store for her all 
the time, and run different errands and she was always at this house, 
and that is how I met her. 

Mr. Gasque. Did you go to work for her at that time? 

Miss Stewart. No; I didn’t go to work for her. 

Mr. Gasque. Did she introduce you to hop medicine? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. Tell us about that. When did it happen, under what 
circumstances? 

Miss Stewart. Well, she had taken me to this house where she was 
living, and she used to sit up all the time, and she would be high off 
of hop, smoking hop, and I used to be interested in how she was feeling 
all the time, and I used to ask her how it would make her feel like that. 
And she told me she was going to let me try it sometime, and so finally 
she did. And she gave me some hop medicine to take, and it made 
me sick. Afterward she told me she was going to let me smoke some 
pills occasionally. Her boy used to stay in the room. And she never 
used to let me go in the room where he was. And finally after letting 
me take these pills, she took me in the room where he was. And she 
made us lay out on the floor to smoke this hop, and they let me try it. 
And then they told me they wasn’t going to let me smoke but six pills 
at a time from the beginning. And so she did. 

And they told me at first they would not let me smoke but three, 
and they did. 

And then they said I did not know how to smoke good, I was 
wasting it, and they were going to teach me to smoke, and afterward 
they let me smoke three more. That was during the same day, and 
then they continued that until afterward they just let me smoke 
the hop. 

Mr. Gasquer. How old were you at the time? 

Miss Stewart. Fourteen years old. 

Mr. Gasqur. Who was the man in the room, her boy? 

Miss Stewart. Eddie Matthews, and they called him “Pretty 
Eddie.” 

Mr. Gasquer. Can you otherwise identify him? 

Miss Stewart. It was Ethel Waters’ first husband. 

Mr. Gaseur. Ethel Waters? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Who was Ethel Waters? 

Miss Stewart. That is the singer and the actress. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, did Eddie Matthews ask you or tell you about 
smoking opium, or was it the girl who was living with him? 

Miss Stewart. At first, the girl that was living with him told me 
about it and, afterward, he took the hop and gave it to me. 

Mr. Gasquer. He took the hop? 

Miss Stewart. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. How did they explain offering this to you? 
For what reason? 

Miss Stewart. Well, afterward they introduced me to prostitution 
but during the time they hadn’t introduced me to prostitution, they 
were first teaching me how to smoke the hop, and that was getting me 
interested in prostitution. 
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Senator O’Manoney. What reason did they give you for wanting 
to teach you to smoke hop? 

Miss Stewart. They told me that if I liked to make money, said 
I would make more money if I would learn how to smoke hop. 

Mr. Gasque. Did they not, in fact, teach you how to make more 
money? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, she did. 

Mr. Gasque. Tell us about that. 

Miss Stewart. At first, she told me she would take me on the 
streets and teach me how to be a thief like she was, to take a man’s 
pocketbook, take the money out of the pocketbook and put it back. 
And I couldn’t learn how to do it. I told her I was afraid to go into 
anybody’s pockets, because I was afraid that the person would know 
I was in his pocket. So she told me, no, they wouldn’t. And I told 
her I just couldn’t do that, couldn’t go into anybody’s pockets. 

‘And later on they took me out a couple of times and after I couldn’t 
learn that, I went up with another girl named Dorothy, another girl— 
the same fellow’s girl friend—and ie was teaching me just how to go 
with men and just take their money, not take it, but just accept it. 

Mr. Gasqus. What was the address of this house at Baltimore? 

Miss Stewart. I think 1514 Lafayette Avenue. 

Mr. Gasqup. 1514 Lafayette Avenue? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, how long have you lived in Washington, 
D. C.? 

Miss Stewart. I think since 1941. 

Mr. Gasqus. Have you known a certain number of addicts here 
in Washington? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasaqur. Have you known peddlers here in Washington? 

Miss Srewarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Are all the peddlers that you have known here in 
Washington now in jail? 

Miss Strwarr. All that I used to go to and buy narcotics from are 
in jail right now. 

Mr. Gasqur. Do you know whether or not there are any peddlers 
on the streets here in Washington now? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say. 

Mr. Gasqun. You wouldn’t like to say whether there are any 
peddlers pushing dope on the streets here in Washington? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Do you know if there are any addicts on the streets? 

Miss Stewart. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. You know plenty of addicts? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, I do. 

Senator Danie. A little louder, please. 

Miss Stewart. He asked me if I know there are plenty of addicts 
on the streets, and I said that I do. 

Senator Daniet. Would you like to name some of them? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I wouldn’t like to name them, just name 
them. 

Mr. Gasqur. Margaret, we won’t ask you to name any addicts 
here, but we may ask you to name them in executive session, of course. 


71515—56—pt. 4-15 
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Now, I would like to go back for a moment to the peddlers you 
might know in Washington on the streets. 

Miss Stewart. Well, most of the peddlers that I really know are 
in jail now, the ones, as I say that I used to go and buy narcotics from. 
But recently I have not: been doing—I have not been going to the 
peddlers buying any narcotics. 

Mr. Gasque. Are you on narcotics now? 

Miss Stewart. I am off narcotics now. 

Mr. Gasqusz. You are off narcotics now? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Now, you testified that all of the peddlers that 
you know are in jail, and that you do not want to name their names. 

Miss Stewart. Oh, do you mean those in jail? Oh, those in jail, 
I don’t mind naming those. 

Senator DanieL. Go ahead and name them. 

Miss Stewart. Well, I know Jimmy Yellow. 

Senator Danie. Spell that. 

Miss Srewart. James Yellow, Y-e-l-l-o-w. 

Mr. Gasque. The last name is Yellow? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

I know Cliff Reed and Blue Miller. 

Mr. Gasque. Spell that “Reed.” 

Miss Srewart. R-e-e-d. 

Mr. Gasqur. What is the first name? 

Miss Stewart. Cliff. 

Mr. Gasaque. Cliff Reed? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. And the next one was Blue Miller? 

Miss Stewart. Blue Miller. 

Senator DanigeL. You know someone by the name of Blue Miller? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. He has been convicted recently in the District, 
hasn’t he? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, have you ever had occasion to purchase heroin 
from William Douglas? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Do you know that William Douglas is a peddler? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir; 1 have heard of:him; but I don’t know him. 

Senator Danrev. You meant to say you don’t know William 
Douglas? 

Miss Stewart. That is right. 

Senator Daniex. And you do not know whether he is a peddler or 
not? 

Miss Stewart. No. 

Mr. Gasque. Will you tell us whether or not you purchased heroin 
or other narcotics from Robert Wright? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir; I don’t know Robert Wright. 

Mr. Gasque. But both of those are in the street? 

Miss STEWART. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. And you don’t know Robert Wright. 

Now, would you tell us how you smoke opium? 


Miss Stewart. Well, you go into a room and you get a lot of 
newspapers and you wet the newspapers and hang them up all over 
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the windows and around the cracks of the door, anywhere that the 
smell, the odor of the opium would go out, a crack, you wet newspapers 
and put them up there, and that would hold the odor inside the room 
where you are inside smoking. 

And you roll pillows and you lay them on the floor and you make 
the hop. 

If wen don’t have the regular pipe, you have to make what you call 
a homemade pipe and you smoke it from that, lay on the floor and 
smoke it. 

Mr. Gasque. Now since 1952 and 1953, have you picked up your 
hop in Washington, or do you sometimes go to New York to pick up 
your hop? 

Miss Stewart. I never was in New York; always buy it in 
Washington. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, would you say that the number of peddlers, 
how that compares in Washington now as what it was in 1952-53? 
Do you think there are more sellers now or more before? 

Miss Stewart. There was more then than there is now, more 
peddlers and more users, too, I think, during that time than now. 

Mr. Gasque. During that time? 

Miss Stewart. There were lots more peddlers, it was more easier 
for the addict to get during that time than it is now. During that 
time it was plentiful to get, but not now. 

Senator Danieu. Well, is it costing more now? 

Miss Stewart. It is costing more now than at that time. 

Senator DanreL. What was the last narcotics you bought? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I bought myself—oh, about 4 or 5 months ago. 

Senator Danrex. Four or five months ago? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danieu. What was it? 

Miss Stewart. Heroin. 

Senator Danreu. What? 

Miss Stewart. Heroin. 

Senator Dante. Heroin? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danieu. Did you buy anything last week? 

Miss Stewart. No; I didn’t buy nothing at all last week. 

Senator Danret. How is that? 

Miss Stewart. No; I didn’t buy any myself last week. 

Senator Dante. Did you buy for somebody else? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqure. What did you buy; heroin? 

Miss Stewart. Heroin. 

Mr. Gasquer. How did you take heroin? 

Miss Stewart. With the hypodermic needle. 

Mr. Gasque. Hypodermic needle? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. You don’t sniff heroin, do you? 

Miss Stewart. No sir; I never did that. 

Mr. Gasque. You are what they refer to as a mainliner? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. I skin-popped it until I got so hard 
I did not have no place to skin pop, so then I had to use my vein. 

Mr. Gasque. And you are using your vein now? 

Miss Stewart. During the time, I was using the vein. 
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Mr. Gasque. Last week? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Did what? 

Miss Stewart. I did use my vein last week. 

Senator Danret. You haven’t had any this week? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. Why? 

Miss Stewart. Because I didn’t want it. I was just going to quit 
that morning, and I was so nervous, and friends had some to give to 
me, and I just didn’t take; I knew I wasn’t getting a habit, because 
that is what I never intend, getting the habit. 

Senator DanteL. Some friends gave it to you? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Were they in the same house? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir; I don’t live in the house with them. 

Senator Dantev. Oh. Do they live in—do they live in Washington? 

Miss StEWartT. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Do you know where they buy heroin? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say. I know where they say they 
got it. But I wouldn’t like to say that. I heard them say where they 
got it from. 

Senator Dante. Well, what reason is it that you don’t want to 
tell the committee what they said as to the source of the heroin? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I just don’t feel like I ought to tell you 
where they told me they got it from. 

Senator Dante.. Well, for what reason? 

Miss Stewart. Well, | wouldn’t know positive anyway where they 
got it from. I only know what they said. 

Senator Dante. You only know what they said, and therefore you 
believe you ought not to give that hearsay statement? 

Miss STEWART. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. All right. I think she will be excused from that. 

Mr. Gasque. You didn’t have to pay for that heroin? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrmex. You will give the committee that information in 
executive session if we ask for it, won’t you? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, at the height of your addiction to heroin, how 
much did it cost you a day? 

Miss Stewart. Well, when I had the habit, I was shooting 4 pills 
at a time, and 4 pills cost $6. Sometimes I would takeoff twice a 
day, sometimes three times—as often as I could takeoff. 

Senator DanieLt. What do you mean by “takeoff?” 

Miss Stewart. That is injecting it in your arm, or wherever. 

Senator Danis. The injection in your arm? 

Miss Srewarrt. In the arm, or any place that you inject it in. 

Senator Danigeu. And you call that a takeoff? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, do you know Joe Freeman? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Is he on the streets today? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Tell us what you know about Joe Freeman, in your 
own words. 
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Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say that. 

Mr. Gasqur. Where did he operate? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say that, either. 

Mr. GasaqvueE. Is he a drug peddler? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say that. 

aa Gasque. Do you think he is bringing stuff down from New 
York? 

Miss Stewart. No; I don’t think he is bringing it down. 

Senator DanigEt, Is he getting it from.someone-.else that is bringing 
it from New York? 

Miss Stewart. Well, yes; if he is getting it, that is the way he is 
getting it, somebody bringing it to him. He is not going after it. 

Senator Danrex. Is he peddling 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like . say whether he is peddling. 

Senator DanreL. You wouldn’t—do you know whether he is or not? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say that. 

Senator DanieL. You don’t like to say whether you know he is or 
not, either? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know a Stanley Adams? 

Miss Stewart. Who is that? 

Mr. Gasque. Stanley Adams—Joseph Stanley Adams. 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you know Robbie? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Dante. You did not know a peddler by that name? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator DanigL. Now, all of these questions where you don’t like 
to say, you understand that this committee appreciates your coopera- 
tion in testifying and giving us information, don’t you? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And I think it is fair for me to say, for the benefit 
of people who do not know about it, you have got the right, for reason, 
not to answer, and the committee recognizes and we all recognize 
that you have not given the reason because you do not know the 
reason to give. So, this committee is going to respect your desire 
and will tell you what reason you can use. 

Do you want to come up here a minute? Just come up here. 

(Witness complies. ) 

Senator DanreL. Now, as to these questions that Mr. Gasque was 
asking you, as to what you know about these people not now in jail 
or prison, what is the reason that you do not want to give the com- 
mittee the answers to those questions? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I am afraid they may incriminate me, or 
might make it dangerous for me by naming these people. 

Senator DanreL. Dangerous? 

Miss STEWART. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. How do you mean? 

Miss Stewart. Well, for instance, last week, I had a fellow to come 
up and he kicked me and threatened me every seriously about some- 
thing he had heard about me, just talking, saying, like where I am 
now—threatening and kicking and—— 

Senator Danie. He threatened you—what? 
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Miss Stewart. He was threatening me and kicking me that time, 
about a week ago—maybe 2 weeks. 

Senator Daniev. A dope addict? 

Miss Stewart. A dope peddler for Blue Miller. 

Senator DanieL. What? 

Miss Srpwart. A dope peddler for Blue Miller. 

Senator Dantex. For Blue Miller? 

Miss Stewarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And Blue Miller is now in jail? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danien. And he has been convicted, I believe. 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. But they have threatened; did you take that before 
this committee? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You did not tell us anything about that? 

Miss Stewart. You don’t know anything about that. 

Senator Daniz.. Did anybody threaten you if you came before 
this committee and told us what you know? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danie. But you feel that if you would identify some of 
these people and say what you knew about them before this committee, 
they might cause you bodily harm? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. And that is the reason you do not wish to give us 
that information? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And for the reason that you are afraid it might 
incriminate you? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. All right. We will not press you for those 
answers. 

Now, you brought up this name, Blue Miller. I would like to ask 
whether Blue Miller ever asked you to peddle narcotics for him. 

Miss Stewart. Well, yes; he did at one time. 

Senator Daniet. Tell us about that, if you will. 

Miss Stewart. Well, he asked somebody else that was working 
for him, and he delivered some stuff to the house where I was and the 
fellow wasn’t there that he delivered the stuff to, and so he gave it 
to me and asked me to hold it for the fellow, if he came, and later on 
he asked me if I would like to take a bag for him. 

Senator Danret. Take a bath? [Laughter.] 

Miss Stewart. Bag—this is, when you are selling narcotics, you 
are holding the bag. And I told him, no, that I did not want to sell 
any. 

Mr. GasqueE. Now, that was while Blue Miller was out on bond, 
I believe. 

Miss Stewart. No; that is before he was on bond. 

Mr. Gasque. That was before? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. I see. Afterwards, he was out on bond, did he ever 
ask you to? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Wait a minute; just a minute. 
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Blue Miller was arrested on this last case on which he was convicted; 
is that right? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrezs. And he got out on $5,000 bond? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Well, now, if he was out on a $5,000 bond on a 
nanan charge this year, did he talk to you about selling heroin for 
him? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Did he say anything about working for him? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, would you tell us whether or not Blue Miller 
had anybody back of ‘him, providing him with money to carry on this 
heroin racket? 

Miss. Stewart. So I learned, that he had a backer, somebody back 
of him that gave him money to get a start, and was still backing 
him up, holding narcotics, his supplier for him, he would go get it. 

Senator Danteu. Who is that man back of him? 

Miss Stewart. Well, that I couldn’t say. 

Senator Danret. How did you hear about him having a backer? 

Miss Stewart. Through his common-law wife. 

Senator Danrev. Through his common-law wife? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danteu. What did she say? 

Miss Stewart. She told me the person that was holding the 
narcotics for him. 

Senator Daniet. The person that was holding the narcotics for 
him? 

‘ = Stewart. Yes, sir; that that person would get him out on 
ond. 

Senator Dantex. And who is the person? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I don’t like to say that. 

Senator Dantieu. For the same reason you testified a minute ago? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. That person is not in jail? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Would you mind, without naming the person, would 
you mind telling us what he does? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I wouldn’t like to say that, either. 

Senator Danrex. We understand. For the same reason given 
before. And the committee will understand your reason will be the 
same as you gave before; is that right? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, would you identify for the record Mailler’s 
common-law wife? 

Miss Stewart. Could I do what? 

Mr. Gasque. Could you identify for the record what her name is? 

Miss Stewart. Bessie Byrd. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, you testified that last week some friends gave 
you heroin. To your knowledge, is heroin still being sold on the 
streets here in Washington? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. How many peddlers would you say are on the streets 
today? 
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Miss Srewarr. Well, there might be, say, 6 or 7, small peddlers, 
I mean who have some heroin tonight and today, and maybe tomorrow 
they won’t have any; but the big men that are supplying them with 
that, I wouldn’t know exactly how many. 

Mr. Gasque. Then you believe there are some big peddlers left in 
Washington? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Gasque. You believe there are? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. And when you say 6 or 7, that means those that you 
know about? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasquz. That does not mean that that is all there are in 
Washington? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator DanrEeL. Bessie Byrd was convicted? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. On a narcotics charge? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Was she peddling narcotics, to your knowledge? 

Miss Stewart. Well, she wasn’t just peddling it, but she would 
give it to the people that went to the house and take the money for it. 

Senator Danret. She was not delivering to them? 

Miss Srewart. She wasn’t delivering to them. Like; say, some- 
body went to the house after it, and they didn’t see Blue Miller, why, 
she would give it to them. 

Senator DanreLt. Now, going back to your own life; did you leave 
home at 14? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreLt. What happened to your parents? 

Miss Stewart. Well, my mother gave me to my grandmother 
when I was 6 months old. 

My grandfather was white and my grandmother was fullblood 
Indian, and so my mother always had a job working as white, and 
she told me—told my grandmother that she could not keep me, and 
so she gave me to my grandmother. 

Senator Danreu. In Baltimore? 

Miss Stewart. That happened in Baltimore; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And did you ever live with your mother? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I tried when I was 10 years old, I went back 
to my mother, and left when I was 11, and she wasn’t working at 
that time. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever have any warning or any teaching 
against narcotics and prostitution? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danteu. As a child? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danteu. How far did you go in school? 

Miss Stewart. Well, during that time I just went to the school 
until I was in the second grade, but afterward when I got with these 
people, they got somebody to teach me in the daytime, so many hours 
a day. 

Senator Dante. For how long? 

Miss Stewart. Oh, about, I think, until I was 16. 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 1035 


Senator DanreL. Until you were about 16? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Well, did you ever belong to a church as a child? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante.. Did you got to Sunday school? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. And at school or anywhere, were you ever told 
about the dangers of narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did anybody warn you against getting inte a life 
of crime, such as prostitution, larceny, or something? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Dante. You didn’t have any of that kind of teaching? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. And then at 14 you went with these people you 
talked about? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. What was the man’s name—Eddie who? 

Miss Stewart. Eddie Mathews. 

Senator Dantext. And his common-law wife? 

Miss Svewarrt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. And what was her name? 

Miss Stewart. Her name is Chinese Sis. Her right name is 
Lillian Robinson. 

Senator Dantex. Roberts? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. But you knew her—you called her what? 

Miss Stewart. Chinese Sis. 

Senator Dantet. Was she a Chinese woman? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir; she wasn’t Chinese. 

Senator Danre.. How did it happen that you went there at 14? 
How did you happen to go there at 14? 

Miss Stewart. Well, as I say, I used to run errands for them in the 
store and different places, and do different small errands for this lady 
that was running this house of prostitution, and she used to hang 
around the house all the time, and that is how I met her there. 

Senator DanieL. This woman used to stay at this house of prosti- 
tution? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. And then you say that she and her common-law 
husband taught you how to be a prostitute? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir, she—he was her common-law husband, and 
the other three women were his common laws. 

Senator DanreL. You mean all four were common-law wives? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. All the same time? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. What were their names, do you remember? 

Miss Stewart. Dorothy Green and Maurice Johnson. 

Senator Dantet. Dorothy Green and Maurice Johnson? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. How old were they? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know exactly. 

Senator Danie. Were they young, like you? 
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Miss Stewart. They were older than I was. 

Senator DANIEL. Older than you? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And they all four of them taught you how to be 
a prostitute? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
{Seaater Danie. They first, though, taught you how to smoke the 

ug? 

Miss Stewart. Opium; yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And they taught you that for how long before 
they taught you how to be a prostitute? 

Miss Stewart. Oh, just a few days. 

Senator Daniex. Just a few days? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Did you become a prostitute at 14? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And then you followed that life how long? 

Miss Srewart. Up until recently. 

Seantor Daniex. Up until recently? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. You have been a prostitute here in Washington 
for a good period of time? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Have you been on drugs all of this time? 

Miss Stewart. Yes. 

Senator Daniex. Have you ever tried to quit prostitution? 

Miss Stewart. Yes. I have tried to quit that; and also I broke 
the habit myself, of the other thing. 

Senator Dantex. The drug habit? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Well, do you want to quit prostitution? 

Miss STEWART. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Have you actually wanted to quit? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. You have been doing it since you were 14? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Why didn’t you quit? 

Miss Stewart. Well, as long as I had my habit, I had to do some- 
thing to keep that up. 

Senator Dantret. As long as you had the drug habit? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie.. That is the only way you knew of making enough 
money to keep up your drug habit? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. Did you also do any other things, such as shop- 
lifting, any other kind of—forgery, stealing, or anything like that? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. I started shoplifting one time. 

Senator DanieLt. What? 

Miss Stewart. I started shoplifting one time until I got caught, 
and never did that no more. 

Senator Danie. You shoplifted one time? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. You were convicted of that? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Danteu. And then you have forged a check? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. How much was that check? 

Miss Stewart. I have forgotten. There were several checks, but 
I have forgotten. 

Senator Danrgeu. Several checks? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Back in 1946? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. And you received a sentence of 1 year and 1 
day on that? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Who was that check made out to—the Veterans’ 
Administration, or some agency of the Government? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir; it was made to a lady. 

Senator Dante. What was that? 

Miss Stewart. A lady that was working in the Government, 
and the check was made to her and it came to the house, and I got it. 

Senator Danrex. Salary check? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You got it and cashed it? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. What did you use the money for? 

Miss Stewart. Bought some narcotics. 

Senator DanreL. Bought some narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Was that three checks in the same year? 

Miss Stewart. I think it was 3 or 4. I just have forgotten now. 

Senator Danrex. And your larceny convictions—well, at least, you 
were arrested for larceny at Rockville in 1951? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir; shoplifting meat. 

Senator Danrex. Shoplifting meat? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. What did you do with that? 

Miss Stewart. I was going to buy narcotics with it, but they 
caught me before. 

Senator Danreu. Before you could sell it? What did you take, a 
big. ees of meat? 

Miss Stewart. I had $207 worth of meat. 

Senator Danrex. $207 worth of meat? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. Where did you get it? 

Miss Stewart. From different Safeway stores. 

Senator Danrex. From different Safeway stores? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You shoplifted that much meat? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did they catch it all on you at one time? 

Miss Stewart. They got it in the car. 

Senator Danrex. Your car? 

Miss Stewart. It was my helper’s car. 

Senator Danrext. And you were going to sell it and buy narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Dantet. Do you know a lot of other people engage in theft 
and shoplifting in order to buy narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. Most everybody that uses it. 

Senator Danret. Most everybody that uses it? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. You know quite a few people that did that? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Here in Washington? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. How many would you say you know that were 
drug addicts and who steal and shoplift in order to pay the habit? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I don’t know so many shoplifters. I know 
more prostitutes than anything. I know at least 2 or 3 shoplifters. 

Senator Dante.. Two or three shoplifters? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniev. You don’t know anybody that burglarized houses 
to get money to pay for narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Danret. You don’t know about them? 

Miss Stewart. The ones I know are in jail. 

Senator Danret. In jail? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. You know some that have done it? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. And you know that narcotic addicts commit all 
kinds of crimes in order to get money to pay for their drugs? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. And most anything that they can get 
some money from. 


Senator Danre.. Most anything that they can get some money 
from. 


In other words, drug addiction causes a lot of other crimes; isn’t 
that right? 
Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
Senator Danie... And ae say that most of them that you know, 
i 


though, that are drug ad 
tion to pay for their drug? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. About how many women do you know in Wash- 
ington that are leading lives of prostitution, that are also drug addicts? 

Miss Stewart. So many, I can’t even name all of them. 

Senator Danie. So many, you can’t even name all of them? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. I am not going to ask you to name any of them, 
but just tell us about how many you know; just about how many 
you personally know. 

Miss Stewart. Maybe 20, 25. 

Senator Daniev. Twenty or twenty-five? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Drug addicts who are prostitutes? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Here in Washington today? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Engaged in both activities? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 


cts, are prostitutes and they go to prostitu- 
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Mr. Gasaque. I believe you mentioned or stated you knew about 
200 people that were on dope in Washington; is that correct? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. ‘ 

Mr. Gasque. You feel that most of them are engaged in some type 
of crime or another—prostitution, shoplifting or some other activity, 
to get money? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. Do you know whether any of them work? 

Miss Stewart. A few of them work; yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. How many, would you say? 

Miss Stewart. I would say maybe a dozen of them. 

Mr. Gasqur. Maybe a dozen of the 200 work? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. And the others prey on the community through crimes 
to support the habit? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, Margaret, isn’t it a fact that you can walk right 
out of here today and point out addicts on the street? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. And is it not a fact that you could walk right out 
of here today and point to peddlers? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, I could point to them. 

Mr. Gasqup. We are not going to ask you to, but it is a fact that 
you could? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, I want to ask you about some other people. 

How many pushers do you think Blue Miller had on the street? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t kncw. At least 6 or 7, maybe, I don’t know. 

Mr. Gasqus. He was the main supplier? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Of these street peddlers? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. And you knew them? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Now, what system did he use, what did he do? 

Miss Stewart. Well, he would give them so many pills and they 
would sell them for—they would bring him a dollar and they would 
sell it for a dollar and a half. 

Mr. Gasequr. Dollar and a half? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, do you know Johnny Fry? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. What do you know about him? 

Miss Stewart. I know he was at one time a big supplier for the 
drug addicts. 

Mr. Gasque. What about a young boy by the name of Arthur? 
wae Stewart. All I know about him, he used to work for Blue 
Miller. 

Mr. Gasque. He used to work for Blue Miller? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

u om Gasque. Now, do you know anyone by the name of Hansford— 
obby? 


Miss Stewart. I know one Bobby that was working for Blue 
Miller. 
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Mr. Gasaue. Is he still working for him? 

Miss Stewart. I couldn’t say that. 

Mr. Gasque. Well, you knew he was selling capsules? 

Miss Stewart. No, sir, pills—— 

Mr. Gasque. He sold it plain. How many a day, would you say? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know. I would say maybe 700, 800 capsules 
a day, maybe. 

Mr. Gasqus. How many? 

Miss Stewart. 700; 800. 

Mr. Gasque. You think that Bobby— you know that Bobby sold 
700 or 800 capsules a day, or more? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasqus. How much does a capsule sell for? 

Miss Stewart. Dollar and a half. 

Mr. Gasqus. How old is Bobby? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know how old he is. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you think he is still on the streets? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. He had a case in court, but beat it. 

Mr. Gasque. Had that about a week ago, on narcotics? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir—I don’t—I didn’t say a week ago. 
a Danteu. He had a case and beat it, isn’t that what you 
said? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasquer. To the best of your knowledge, he is still selling 
capsules on the street? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I don’t know that. 

Mr. Gasque. What about Scotty? Do you know anyone by the 
name of Scotty? 

Miss Stewart. I wouldn’t like to say. 

Senator DanieLt. You know someone by that name, but you 
wouldn’t like to say. It will be understood, for the same reason 
that you gave before, and that the committee respects and that the 
committee recognizes. 

All right. , 

Mr. Gasqus. Do you know anybody by the name of Douglas? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I wouldn’t like to say that, too. 

Mr. Gasqus. How about Melvin Ward? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know him. 

Senator Dante. Speak up. 

Mr. Gasquer. Robert Wright? 

Miss Stewart. I don’t know him. 

Senator Daniet. Do you know anybody by the name of Robbie? 

Miss Stewart. Bobbie—one Bobbie, the one working for Blue 
Miller; I don’t know the last name. 

Mr. Gasque. Bobby; could it be Robert Wright? 

Senator Dante. Well, she said she doesn’t know. 

Do you know or not? 

Miss Srewart. No, I don’t know. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, do you know anybody in the drug traffic in 
New York of your own knowledge, as of this date? 

Miss Stewart. What do you mean; if I know the people in New 
York, you mean? 

Mr. Gasque. Yes. 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Gasque. Do you know people who are selling narcotics or are 
supplying Washington suppliers with narcotics, in New York? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasque. Would you like to name any of those? 

Miss Stewart. Well, one lady by the name of Cockeyed Kathie. 

Senator Danrev. That was what—Cockeyed? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. How do you spell that? 

Miss Stewart. Her name is Katherine. 

Senator Danreu. K-a-t-h-e-r-i-n-e? 

Miss Stewart. That is right. 

Senator Danret. And what was her nickname? 

Miss Stewart. They know her as Cockeyed Kathie. 

Senator Danie. And she is in New York? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Gasquer. Are there peddlers on the streets of Washington 
today, or at least one of the peddlers of Washington going to Cockeyed 
Kathie for supply? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I couldn’t say that right now, I don’t know 
any right now that is doing it. 

Senator Danret. Do you know where she lives in New York? 

Miss Stewart. No. She has moved. I don’t know her address. 

Senator Danret. Do you know where she used to live? 

Miss Stewart. I have, but I can’t remember by heart. I remem- 
ber where she lived, but 

Mr. Gasque. How many people would you say in New York today 
there are that you could go and get heroin from? 

Miss Stewart. I would say 4 or 5 of them. 

Mr. Gasque. Four or five? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gasaque. As of this date. 

That is all. Thank you very much. 

Senator Dante. Just a minute. 

I want to say to you that the committee appreciates your appearance, 
your willingness to come here and tell us what you know about the 
narcotic traffic, knowledge gained throughout your lifetime, especially 
here in the District. 

I want to simply say this to you, that if you have any threats 
made against you for what you have done here today, I want you to 
get in touch with this committee promptly. 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danieu. As well as with the officers—you know that? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Because this committee certainly intends to do 
anything it can to see that you are not threatened or that you do not 
suffer anything by the way of harm because of the fact of your coming 
in here in answer to the subpena. 

You did not volunteer to come in, did you? You came in answer 
to our subpena, is that right, that was served on you? 

Miss Stewart. Well, I came in first before I was subpenaed, he gave 
it, Mr. Davis. 

Senator DanreL. He gave you a subpena after you got here? 

Miss Stewart. Yes, sir. 
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Senator DanieL. We appreciate the fact that you have given in- 
formation, and I want you to know that the law-enforcement officers 
of the District and this committee will do all that they can, if you have 
any threats of any kind of retaliation because of what you have done. 

Miss Stewart. Thank you. 

Senator Danie. Thank you very sainab. 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM B. DOUGLAS, JR., WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
ACCOMPANIED BY J. LEON WILLIAMS, HIS ATTORNEY 


Senator Daniex. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you 
are about to give to this subcommittee of the United States Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do. 

Senator Danizx. Be seated. 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Mr. Chairman, may I say 

Senator Danrev. You are his attorney? Identify yourself. 

Mr. WituiAMs. Attorney for William Douglas. I am J. Leon 
Williams, attorney in the District, in the District bar. 

Senator Danret. All right. 

You wish to sit with your client during the proceedings? 

Mr. WiuuraMs. If I may, sir. 

Senator DanreL. You may. 

Will you state your name? 

Mr. Dovuatas. William B. Douglas, Jr. 

Senator Danie. Where do you live? 

Mr. Dovetas. 1923 First Street NW. 

Senator DanreL. How long have you been living here in Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. Dovetas. All my life. 

Senator Dante. All your life. 

Now, you understand that your counsel is here and that you may 
confer with him any time that you so desire, and counsel, of course, 
will not interrupt the testimony of the witness except to confer. 

Now, have you ever been known as William Dillard? 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to consult counsel. 

Senator Danrex. You may consult counsel at any time. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to refuse to answer that question on 
the grounds it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Danrex. You say you refuse to answer on the ground it 
may tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Dovuetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. William Douglas, I want to say to you that testi- 
mony has been given before you have been here at this session and 
other sessions, sworn testimony has been given by the Bureau of 
Narcotics agents, that they believe that vou are engaged in. the nar- 
cotics traffic here in the District of Columbia, at an address given 

What was your address previous to this one that you just gave us? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator DantgeL. They have charged that you have been conducting 
a large and extensive business in the selling of heroin through pushers 
and yourself, to peddlers here in the District of Columbia. 
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And I will ask you to state to this committee whether or not you 
have ever been engaged in the selling of narcotic drugs here in the 
District of Columbia. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovauas. No. 

Senator Dante. Your answer is, ‘‘No’’? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, it is. 

Senator Danie. Have you ever sold any heroin to any person here 
in the District of Columbia? 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovuatas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to ineruminate me. 

Senator Danie. Well, now, you have just answered a question 
which waives any right to claim the fifth amendment, when you 
answered the question that I just asked you. 

I asked you briefly if you have ever sold any narcotic drugs to 
anyone here in the District of Columbia, and you said “‘No,’”’ and by 
that answer you certainly waive any claim, any right to claim the 
fifth amendment, you waived that right when I ask about a particular 
drug, and that is why I am requiring you to answer this question. 

I asked you whether or not you have ever sold any heroin to any 
person here in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Dovctas. No. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever sold any marihuana to any person 
here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever sold any cocaine or morphine to 
any person here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danigext. Did you ever use any narcotic drug yourself 
personally? 

Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danrex. Did you ever have any heroin in your house at 
1925 Gail Street NE., Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danigx. Did you ever live at 1925 Gail Street NE., in the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. (addressing Mr. Williams). You can consult with 
your client only when he asks you. 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. Very well. 

Senator Danrev. And not talk with him any other time. 

Mr. WiuuraMs. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever sell any narcotic drugs at 1925 
Gail Street NE., Washington, D. €.? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator DanieL. Did you ever buy any narcotic drugs on whole- 
sale market in New York? 
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Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
mcriminate me. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever been in New York City? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer onthe grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniet. Now, do you really feel, William Douglas, that 
it may tend to incriminate you to tell this committee whether you 
have ever been in New York? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do. 

Senator Danieu. In other words, do you honestly claim this priv- 
ilege, in refusing to answer whether you ears ever been in New York? 

Mr. Dovautas. I would like to stand on my rights, on the ground 
it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Danrex. I just want you to say if you seriously believe 
that a truthful answer to that question might tend to incriminate 

ou. 
+ Mr. Doveuas. That was the answer I gave. 

Senator Danie. And you want to stand on that answer? 

Mr. Dovcuas. I wish to. 

Senator Danrgeu. Proceed, counsel. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Did you ever know Blue Miller? 

Mr. Dovetas. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Gasqug. Do you know Blue Miller? 

Mr. Dove.as. I refuse to answer on the ground it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqur. Do you know Ethel Gore? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know Margaret Stewart? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know Milton Wright? 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know Carlton Hansford? 

Mr. Dovcutas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Did you ever take trips to New York for the purpose 
of picking up supplies of heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. May I consult my lawyer? 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danrex. How old are you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I beg your piston? 

Senator Danie. How old are you? 

Mr. Doveuas. 27. 

Senator DanieL. What business are you engaged in? 

Mr. Dovetas. Beg your pardon? 

Senator Danire.t. What business are you engaged in? 

Mr. Dovatas. I am not engaged in any business. 

Senator DanieLt. How long have you been not engaged in any 
business? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to consult with my counsel, please. 
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Senator Danie. All right; consult with your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovetas. At the present time, I am unemployed. 

Senator Dantev. Youare. How long have you been unemployed? 

Mr. Dovetas. For about a month or two; it has been about a 
month or two. 

Senator DanizL. About a month? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. What was your last employment? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t recall the exact date, but it has been ap- 
proximately a month and a half, and I was working at that time at the 
Pentagon. 

Senator Danreu. At the Pentagon? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator Danret. What kind of work? 

Mr. Dovetas. Worked for the National Food. 

Senator Danre.. Working for whom? 

Mr. Dovetas. The National Food. 

Senator Danret. The National Food? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator DanreL. Well, can you give us a little more information, 
better than that? 

Mr. Dovatas. The job that I had, the position I had—it was no 
position, but I had the job as something like the general help. 

Senator Danreu. General helper? 

Mr. Dovaats. On the order of general help. 

Senator Danie. For the National Food Administration? 

Mr. Dovatas. Corporation. 

Senator Dante. National Food Corp.? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct. 

Senator Danrex. Do they run the restaurants there at the Pentagon? 

Mr. Dovatas. They had concessions. 

Senator Danrex. Concessions in restaurants? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is right. 

Senator Danret. And what was your job? 

Mr. Dovatas. As general helper. 

Senator Danrex. How long did you hold that position? 

Mr. Dovetas. I held it until I was fired, until I was laid off, fired, 
or—by security committee, or something, because I had a record, a 
criminal record. 

Senator DanreL. Because you had a criminal record? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir; a criminal record. 

Senator Danrex. Of what did your criminal record consist? 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to consult with my attorney, please. 

Senator Daniet. All right. 

I want to remind you before you start that you said you had a 
criminal record, and I am going to ask you about that. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovetas. Do you want to know the offense? 

Senator Daniet. Yes. What did the record consist of? 

Mr. Doveatas. Of robbery, of robbing, housebreaking. 

Senator Danie.. Robbing, housebreaking? 

Mr. Dovaetas. That is correct. 

Senator Daniet. Where did that occur? 
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Mr. Dova.as. In the District of Columbia. 

Senator Danrex. District of Columbia. What year? 

Mr. Doveuas. I don’t recall the year, but the year of my convic- 
tion and sentence was 1951 or 1950. 

Senator Danrgev. 1950. . 

Now, I have here the records that we received from the Department 
of Justice. Did they show you the record when they went to fire 

ou? 

7 Mr. Dovetas. No, they did not. 

Senator Daniev. They just told you you had a criminal record? 

Mr. Douauas. Yes. I was told the security committee had found 
out “ag I did not state on my papers that I had been arrested pre- 
viously. 

Senator Danrev. And that is what they told you when they fired 

ou? 

, Mr. Dovetas. That is what I was informed. 

Senator DanreL.. How long were you there before you were fired? 

Mr. Dovatas. I can’t recall the time. 

Senator DanreL. Well, a month or 2 months? 

Mr. Dovetas. I beg your pardon? 

Senator DanieL. Were you there for a month or 2 months? 

Mr. Dovatas. Couple of months, I would say. 

Senator DanieL. Couple of months. 

Were you arrested March 12, 1945, and given a sentence by the 
juvenile court here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovatuas. I was. 

Senator Danie. You were. For what offense? 

Mr. Doveatas. I don’t recall the offense, sir. 

Senator DanreL. You don’t know what the offense was? 

Mr. Doveatuas. I can’t recall at this time. 

Senator Danreu. In 1947 were you investigated for some charge 
here in the District? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know whether it was that year or not. I 
had been arrested. I don’t know what year it was. 

Senator Danist. You are charged with an offense, investigated 
the charge of robbing and rolling drunks in 1947. 

Mr. Doveuas. I think I had a charge of that sort. I don’t know 
what year, not for sure. 

Senater Danie. Did you ever engage in robbing and rolling 
drunks? 

Mr. Dovauas. No, I did not. 

Senator Danreu. How is that? 

Mr. Douatas. No, I did not. 

Senator Danrex. You did not? 

Mr. Dovatuas. I did not. 

Senator Danrex. In 1947, on that date, April 7, were you charged 
with attempted robbery? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know whether that was the same time or 
not. 

Senator Danieu. Have you ever 

Mr. Dovetas. But [ have been charged with attempted robbery. 

Senator Danie. Were you fined? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I was not. 
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Senator Dantet. On July 1, 1949, were you fined for disorderly 
conduct, April 1, 1949, and “sentenced $10 or 10 days in jail? 
Mr. Dovetas. I am not sure. I remember an occasion when I was 
fined. I don’t know whether it was that time, or not. 
: oar Dantex. You don’t know whether that year; but were you 
ne 
Mr. Dovetas. I have been fined for disorderly conduct. 
Senator DanreL. What conduct was that? 
Mr. Dova.as. I say, I have been fined for disorderly 
Senator DanreL. What kind of conduct? 
Mr. Dovetas. That was making noise upon the public streets. 
Senator Danieu. For fighting with somebody? 
Mr. Dovatas. No; that wasn’t a fight. 
Senator Danrex. What kind of noise were you making? 
Mr. Dove.as. Hollering. 
Senator Dantet. Hollering? 
Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 
Senator Dantet. In 1950 were you charged with larceny and fined 
$100 or 90 days in jail? 
Mr. Dovetas. I have. 
Senator Danie. How—— 
Mr. Dovetas. I was charged with larceny. I don’t know what 
year it was; I cannot recall it. 
Senator Danre.. Well, the record shows in 1950 you were fined 
$100 for larceny or 90 days in jail. 
Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 
Senator Dante. And you served the 90 days? 
Mr. Dovetas. And I served the 90 days. 
Senator Dantex. You served the 90 days in jail? 
Mr. Doveatas. That is correct. 
Senator Dante. And in 1951 you were charged and convicted of 
housebreaking. That is the one you told us about first? 
Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 
Senator Danie. And you were given $5 fine? 
Mr. Dove tas. I don’t recall the fine. 
Senator Dantex. Did you serve a jail sentence? 
Mr. Dovetas. I served sentence. 
Senator Danret. You served a sentence. What type of house- 
breaking was that? 
Mr. Dovetas. It was unlawful entrance, and I think it was put 
down as tampering or something, jimmying or something. 
Senator Danret. What house was it? 
Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall the house. 
Senator Daniet. Now, did you during this past year, did you go 
to 1925 Gail Street with McKinley Gore? 
Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 
Senator Danrev. Has Ethel Gore ever been to your house? 
Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 
Senator Danret. You know she is a narcotic addict, don’t you? 
Mr. Dovcuas. You want me to answer that, sir? 
Senator Dantet. If you desire. 
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Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danizu. Do you know Carl Hansford, her common-law 
husband? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniev. You knew she was a narcotic addict, didn’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. For what purpose did she come to your house 
that year? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniet. Do you know McKinley Gore to have been 
a narcotic addict? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. Well, now, look here, William Douglas, if you 
never sold any heroin or any narcotics, why would it tend to incrimi- 
nate you if you knew three narcotic addicts? 

Mr. Dovatas. (No response.) 

Senator Danret. You have testified to this committee that you 
have sold to nobody any heroin or any narcotic drugs. Just how do 
you think it would tend to incriminate you to tell the committee a 
truthful answer as to whether or not you knew these three people 
and that they came to your house and that you knew them to be 
drug addicts? 

Mr. Dovatas. (No response.) 

Senator Danrext. How do you think that may tend to incriminate 
you, in view of your answer that you have never sold anybody 
narcotic drugs? 

Mr. Dovatas. (No response.) 

Senator Dante. I am waiting for an answer. 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know what has been said about me, and so 
I don’t wish to make any statement that might cause any reflections 
whatsoever on me. 

Senator Danitet. Nobody has made any statements about you 
except the narcotic officers, and they said they saw these people go 
in and out of the house at 1925 Gail Street. The only other testi- 
mony about these people is that they are known narcotic addicts. 
That is all that has been said about you, except the narcotic agents 
said they felt they had probable cause to say you were engaged in 
the business here in Wishititen, D. C., and that you had the drugs 
inside your house. 

Now, I ask you, did you ever have any drug inside that house at 
1925 Gail Street NE.? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Dantget. You still want to refuse to answer whether or not 
you knew these three people were drug addicts? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 
oor DanteL. Do you know any drug addicts in Washington, 

9 
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Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Now, in view of your testimony here, you have 
declined to answer on the ground that testimony might tend to 
incriminate you, do you still want to give the answer to the subcom- 
mittee that you have sold no heroin in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. (No response.) 

Mr. GasquE. I will repeat the question for you. 

Mr. Dovueguas. I heard you; I understood your question. 

Mr. Gasque. Have you sold at any time to any person heroin in 
the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have not. 

Mr. Gasque. Have you sold at any time to any person marihuana 
in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. (No response.) 

Senator Danreu. I have already asked you once, and you have 
answered no. 

I want to give you a warning, as the chairman of this committee, 
and that is that answers you give here, any answer which is not a 
truthful answer, you, of course, would be subject to a trial for perjury 
if there is evidence that shows that you have given this committee 
an untruthful answer. 

Now, I want to give you that warning in view of the fact that you 
have claimed the fifth amendment on everything else except on 
whether or not you have sold any narcotics to anybody. Now, in 
view of that, I will give you that warning before you answer over 
again on these questions about whether or not you have sold any 
narcotics here in the District of Columbia. 

Do you understand that, that if it is proven that you have given 
us an untruthful statement here before this committee, that you will 
be subject to trial for perjury? 

Mr. Dovatas. I understand that. 

Senator Danre,. You understand that? 

All right, Mr. Counsel, go ahead and ask the questions over again. 

Mr. GasqueE. I suggest you confer with your attorney this time. 

Mr. Doveuas. Thank you. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Gasque. Are you ready? 

Now, have you at any time or any place, to any person sold heroin 
in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Mr. Gasqur. Have you at any time or any place, to any person 
sold marihuana in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Mr. Gasqur. Have you at any time or any place, to any person 
sold any narcotic drugs in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Mr. Gasqur. Have you at any time or any place transferred to any 
person any heroin, any marihuana, or any narcotic drugs in the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Mr. Gasque. What is your answer? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 
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Mr. Gasqure. Have you ever given any narcotics to any person in 
the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Mr. Gasqusr. Have you ever had any narcotics, including mari- 
huana, heroin or narcotics in your possession in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Daniex. You have never had in your house, on your person, 
in your car or anywhere else under your control any heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator DanieL. Have you received any heroin in your life? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not that I know of. 

Senator Daniet. Not that you know of. You don’t even know 
what it looks like? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have heard it is white. 

Senator Danrsu. You have heard it is white. Well, did you ever 
see any? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danret. Now, you have already waived your rights on 
that. You have already testified about it. You said you never 
saw any that you know of. 

Now, I am going to ask you the question all over again, with the 
same warning | gave you a minute ago. 

Isn’t it true you have seen heroin and had heroin in your own hands? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
inciminate me. 

Senator Danie. Well, I order you to answer the question. You 
have waived your right to claim the fifth amendment. 

Mr. Dovetas. If it was heroin, I don’t know if it was heroin be- 
cause I don’t know what it is. 

Senator Danre.. What is the answer? 

' Mr. Dova.as. If it was, I didn’t know what it was, if it was 
1eroin. 

Senator Danrex. If you did have it, you didn’t know what it was. 

Did you ever have any type of narcotic drug on your possession, 
around your clothes, your house, or automobile? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danieu. Never? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danret. And you never had any narcotic drug sent you 
at 1925 Gail Street, Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may intend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Dantev. William Douglas, you know you just said you 
never had any under your control, and you waived any rights to claim 
the fifth amendment. 

Mr. Dovatas. I said, knowingly. 

Senator Dantex. Just a mimute. 

I order you, therefore, to answer the question as to whether or not 
ou have ever had any narcotic drugs at that house, 1925 Gail Street 
VE., Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Dovetas. Knowingly, no. 

Senator Danreu. No? 
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Mr. Dovetas. Knowingly. I don’t know whether there was any 
drugs there or not. 

Senator Danie. Well, why do you add “knowingly?” 

Mr. Dove tas. Because, as I say, I don’t know what it looks like; 
I just heard that it is white. 

Senator DanieL. You have seen it and know it is white? 

Mr. Dovetas. I said that I know that it is white, I have heard 
that it was white. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever see any heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not knowingly. 

Senator Daniet. Not knowingly. You have added the word 
“knowingly,” as to whether it was in your house; is that correct? 

Mr. Doveuas. I don’t understand you. 

Senator Danie. I say, when I asked you whether there was any 
in your house at 1925 Gail Street, you say that, not knowingly; if 
there was any there, you did not know about it; is that right? 

Mr. Dove.tas. I would like to consult my counsel. 

Senator Daniget. All right. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I don’t know whether any was there or wasn’t 
in the house or not; if it was there, not knowingly, I wouldn’t know 
if there was any heroin there. 

Senator DanreL. You are answering for the entire house, or just 
a room in the house? 

Mr. Doveuas. The home is a private home. 

Senator Dante. It is a private home. Your private home or 
someone else’s? 

Mr. Dovwetas. I would like to consult my counsel. 

Senator Dante. All right. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Senator Danreu. All right. Will you answer the question? 

Mr. Doveuas. I was rooming at the house. 

Senator DanreL. You were rooming at the house? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Who owns the house; who were you rooming 
from? 

Mr. Dovauas. I was rooming from my stepfather. 

Senator Danret. Your stepfather. What is his name? 

Mr. Dovetas. He is deceased now. 

Senator Danret. What was his name? 

Mr. Doveuas. Romeo Burke. 

Senator DanreL. Who else lived at the house? 

Mr. Dovetas. My mother lives there. 

Senator Danrex. Your mother? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 

Senator Danrext. And you lived with them at that house? 

Mr. Dovetas. I roomed with them at the house. 

Senator DanieLt. Who owns the house; did you have some owner- 
ship or control of that house? 

Mr. Dovetas. Do I? 

Senator Danie. Yes. 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t. I have no ownership, no control. 


_ Senator Danret. Do you have any interest in the ownership of 
the house? 
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Mr. Dovatas. I don’t. ' 
Senator Danrev. Was it bought with money that you furnished? 
Mr. Dovatas. No; it was not. 

Senator Daniex. Did you furnish any part of the money with 
which the house was purchased? 

Mr. Dovetas. The rent. 

Senator Danre_. How much rent did you pay? 

Mr. Dovetas. I had no standard; I just give it to my mother. 

Senator Dante. How much did you give her? 

Mr. Dovetas. Sometimes $30 a nionth; sometimes $40 a month. 

Senator Danie. But no particular rent? 

Mr. Dovauas. No particular rent. 

Senator Dante. You just gave her something each month? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is right. 

Senator Danret. How many rooms do you have in the house? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have one. 

Senator Danrex. Did you ever have any heroin in that room? 

Mr. Dovaetas. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Danigxt. Then, you previously lived at 1452 Fairmont 
Street; is that right? 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Dante.. Well, did you ever sell any narcotic drugs to any- 
body at 1452 Fairmont Street? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danret. Do you know Melvin Sutton? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danizet. Did you ever sell any narcotics for Melvin 
Sutton? 

Mr. Dovatas. No; I have never sold any drugs for Sutton. 

Senator Dante. All right. Then you know Melvin Sutton, don’t 
you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I only know him by his name. 

Senator Dante. What did you know him by? 

Mr. Dovetas. I said, I don’t know of who he is, I don’t know— 
I never sold Sutton or anyone else. 

Senator Danrex. You did not know Melvin Sutton was arrested 
January 17, 1955, for a narcotic violation in your house at 1452 
Fairmont Street? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t recall him. 

Senator Daniexu. You don’t recall it? 

Mr. Dovetas. If I do know him. 

Senator Danreut. What? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t recall him if I do know him. 

Senator Dantex. You don’t recall him if you do know him? 

Do you know Ceola Williamson who was arrested at the same time 
at your place at 1452 Fairmont Street; don’t you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniex. Well, do you know Ceola Williamson? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer that, Senator, on the grounds it 
may tend to incriminate me. 
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Senator Dante. Do you know George Williams? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniex. Now, isn’t it true that all these three people, 
Ceola Williamson, George Williams, and Melvin Sutton, have been 
arrested for narcotic violations and that you know all three of them? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

— Dovetas. Well, I am going back now to your criminal 
record. 

On April 17, 1955, you were arrested with Edward Jefferson from 
New York, Walter Robinson, and George L. Jordan. Is that correct? 

Mr. Douatas. According to the records, it is correct. 

Senator Dantex. Well, I am asking you that. I am just asking if 
that isn’t correct. 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to consult with my counsel, please. 

Senator Dantgeu. Well, do you have to consult him to know whether 
or not that is correct? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to consult him. 

Senator Dantet. You may. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Senator Danizu. All right. Are you ready to answer? 

Mr. Dovatas. I am. 

Senator Danieu. All right. What is your answer? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to refuse to answer that on the grounds 
it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Danre.. Now, I want to go back to Melvin Sutton. You 
told the committee you did not know a man by the name of Melvin 
Sutton, by that name. 

Mr. Dovetas. Not knowingly. 

Senator DanieL. What? 

Mr. Dovcuas. Not knowingly. 

Senator DanieL. Not knowingly. Well, that is the whole thing; 
I ask you whether or not you know him. Do you know a man by 
that name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am not sure whether I know him or not. 

Senator Daniex. You are not sure? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am not sure. 

Senator Danie. That you know him? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator Danrex. Are you sure you did not know a man by that 
name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am not sure whether I didn’t know him. 

Senator Danieu. Well, let’s see if I can identify him for you, a man 
by the name of Robert Melvin Sutton, who was arrested at your 
house, 1452 Fairmont Street, for a narcotic violation on January 17 
of this year. Does that recall him to you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; it does not. 

Senator Dante. It does not? 

Mr. Dove.tas. No; it does not. 

Senator Danie.. Did you ever hear of a Robert Melvin Sutton? I 
am just asking if you say so. 

Mr. Dovetas. I am not saying so because I am not sure. 

Senator Danrev. You are not sure? 
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Mr. Dovetas. No; I am not. 

Senator Danrev. You are not sure whether you know Robert 
Melvin Sutton or not? 

Mr. Doveatas. No; I am not. 

Senator Danrev. Do you know a Robert Bailey? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danret. Do you know a George Williams? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate ‘me. 

Senator Danrev. Well, you did not sell them any narcotics; have 
you? 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanieL. Now, you have already waived your rights on the 
question of the sale of narcotics. 

I am asking you over again, and I order you to answer the question: 

Have you ever sold Robert Bailey or handed to Robert Bailey any 
narcotics? 

Mr. Doveuas. You are telling me I can’t refuse to answer that 
question, Senator? 

Senator Dante. I am ordering you to answer the question on the 
round that you waived the right to claim the fifth amendment by 
aving told the committee once that you have never sold anybody any 

narcotics. 

Mr. Dovauas. I have never sold to Bailey no narcotics. 

Senator Dantet. All right. 

Have you ever sold George Williams any narcotics? 

Mr. Dovatas. I never sold George Williams any narcotics—if I 
know any George Williams. 

Senator Dantet. Is there any doubt in your mind about it, about 
there being a George Williams? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t wish to answer. I refuse to answer on the 
grounds it may tend to incriminate me. * 

Senator Dantet. Is there any doubt in your mind about there being 
a Melvin Sutton? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t willingly know him, knowingly. 

Senator Danreu. You don’t willingly know whether you know him; 
is that what you said? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know exactly whether I did know him. If 
you had a picture to show me—I know many a Sutton. 

Senator Danreu. I don’t happen to have a picture, but I do find a 
record here from the Washington Metropolitan Police Force where 
you were, in January 1955, under arrest, January 18, 1955, and when 
you were asked to name your friends and associates, you gave them 
these names, these entries: Melvin Sutton. 

First, I will ask you, is that true? Did you give the Metropolitan 
Police Force the name of Melvin Sutton as one of your friends and 
associates? 

Mr. Dovatas. I can’t recall. 

Senator DanreL. What is that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I can’t recall. 

Senator DanteL. You can’t recall? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I can’t. 
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Senator Danigev. Can you recall giving any names of friends and 
associates? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know what names I gave, if I gave any, I 
can’t recall what names I gave. 

Senator Danrev. You can’t recall what names you gave? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I can’t. 

Senator DanieL. Melvin Sutton, 919 New York Avenue NW. 
Does that address bring back anything to your mind? 

Mr. Doveatas. No, it does not. 

ng DanieL. Have you ever been to 919 New York Avenue 
NW.? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanteL. You think the fact you may have been at that 
address might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Dovuauas. It may. 

Senator Danrex. It may? You never sold any narcotics, have you? 

Mr. Doveatas. No. 

Senator Danteu. Well, did you ever commit any other crime there? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer, Senator, on the grounds it may 
tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Danreu. You tell the committee, then, you don’t remember 
you gave the Metropolitan Police these names of these three that I 
have read to you; is that what you are testifying and swearing under 
oath? You don’t remember giving these three names to the Metro- 
politan Police as friends and associates? 

Mr. Doveuas. I don’t remember. 

Senator DanreL. You don’t remember giving them one of these 
names; is that right? 

Mr. Doveuas. I have heard nothing but one name, that Sutton. 

Senator Dantev. I gave you Robert Bailey. Did you give that 
name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t remember giving that name. 

Senator DanreL. At 1713 Euclid Street NW. Does that bring 
back the name? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; it does not. 

Senator Danie. George Williams, 1219 Harvard Street NW.? 

Mr. Dovetas. I never gave any names like that. 

Senator DanieL. You never gave any names like these three? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I have not. 

Senator Dantet. All right. 

Now, since you have answered the question I have been trying to 
get out, I will tell you right now that the Metropolitan Police have 
records you did, and I imagine some are going to swear you did, and 
if you gave untruthful answers to this committee when you say you 
did not give these names, you are going to be subject to trial for 
perjury or indictment with perjury. 

And, with that warning, I am going back all over again. 

Did you give the Metropolitan Police the name of Robert Bailey, 
1713 Euclid Street NW., as one of your associates and friends, when 
you were asked to give them names in January of this year? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I did not. 

Senator Danie. Did you know Robert Bailey? 

Mr. Dove tas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may intend to 
incriminate me. 
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Senator Danret. I think you have waived your right to claim the 
fifth amendment concerning these three men, and questions concern- 
ing your knowledge of these three men. 

I order you to answer the question whether or not you knew or 
know Robert Bailey. 

Mr. Dovetas. I know Baileys, I don’t know of no special Robert 
Bailey; I know a Bailey. 

Senator Danret. You are saying and swearing to this committee 
that you did not give 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not give his name. 

Senator Dantex. Robert Bailey? 

Mr. Dove tas. I never gave his name. 

Senator Danie. To the Metropolitan Police force during the 
month of January of this year, as one of your friends and associates? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not. 

Senator Danieu. Did you give the name of George Williams, 1219 
are Street NW., to the Metropolitan Police Force in January of 
this? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not. 

Senator Dantex. Did you give the name of Melvin Sutton to the 
Metropolitan Police Force as one of your friends and associates in 
January of this year? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not. 

Senator Danret. Did you know Melvin Sutton? 

Mr. Dovatas. I know Suttons, I don’t know any Melvin Sutton. 

Senator Daniex. And, well, what did you know of Sutton? 

Mr. Dovcatas. I know quite a few Suttons, I don’t know which of 
the Suttons you are speaking of. 

Senator Danie. Melvin Sutton, arrested in your house at 1452 
Fairmont Street on a narcotics charge January 17, 1955, that is the 
Sutton I am speaking of. Do you know him? 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to consult counsel, please. 

Senator Dantet. All right. 

(Mr. Douglas confers with counsel.) 

Senator Danreu. All right. What is the answer? 

Mr. Doveatas. I am not sure whether I know this Melvin Sutton, 
I don’t want knowingly to say that I know him, the person you are 
speaking of, this Melvin Sutton. 

Sevator Daniet. Do you know of any man by the name of Sutton 
being arrested at 1452 Fairmont Street January 17, 1955? 

(No response.) 

Senator Danieu. I don’t care whether you know him as Melvin 
Sutton or who. Do you know a Sutton? 

Mr. Dovetas. I cannot recall it. 

Senator DanieL. What? 

Mr. Dovatas. I cannot recall it. 

Senator DaniteL. You don’t recall Melvin Sutton and George 
Williams being arrested at your place on this date? 

You understand you are sworn to tell this committee truthful 
answers 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 

Senator Danret. And under oath to attempt to answer them. 

You want the committee to believe you don’t recall these two 
people being at your place at 1452 Fairmont Street on that day? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall. 

Senator DanreL. You can’t recall either one of them? 

Can you recall being in an automobile and being arrested with 
Edward Jefferson, Walter Robinson, and George L. Jordan, on the 
17th day of April of this year—the 9th—of this year, can you recall 
that? 

Mr. Dove tas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danret. What kind of automobile do you drive? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Danre_. What kind of automobile do you own? 

Mr. Dovetas. May I consult my counsel? 

Senator Danrex. Well, I am just asking you what kind of auto- 
mobile you drive. 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to consult with my counsel. 

Senator Danre.. Well, if you insist upon consulting counsel on this 
question, you may do so. 

Mr. Doveuas. Thank you. [After conferring with counsel.] Iam 
ready, sir. 

Senator Danrev. What? 

Mr. Dovcuas. I am ready. 

Senator Danre.. Go ahead. 

Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. . 

Senator Danipi. You mean to say that you refuse to tell us what 
kind of automobile you drive because it might incriminate you? 
You didn’t steal the automobile, did you? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Danreu. You have never stolen an automobile, have you? 

Mr. Doveatas. No, I have not. 

Senator Danrex. Well, after having answered that question, 
will you tell the committee what kind of automobile you own or 
drive? Is it a Cadillac or a Ford or a Buick? That is all I want to 
know, from an unemployed man, what kind of car he has got. 

Mr. Dovctas. I refuse to answer, sir, on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator DanieL. How many suits of clothes do you own? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer, sir, on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. You refuse to tell the committee how many suits 
of clothes you have. Isn’t it a fact that you own 25 to 30 suits of 
clothes? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniet. What was the last business you were engaged in? 

_ Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to: 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever engaged in any unlawful business? 
_ Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danreu. The only thing you are telling in that regard. is 
that you deny ever having sold, transferred, or given anybody any 
narcotic drugs, is that right? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do, sir. 
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Senator Danreu. You do tell us that on your oath? 

Mr. Doveatas. That is right. 

Senator Danrex. And on this record of the police department that 
I read from about the friends, in filling that out, do-you have any 
military record? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have not. 

Senator Danrex. It shows none here. Have you ever served in 
the Armed Forces? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have not. 

Senator DanreL. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have not. 

Senator Danieu. Are you a graduate of high school? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, junior. 

Senator Danreu. Junior high school? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator DanteL. Have you ever had any other education? 

Mr: Dovetas. I have attended high. 

Senator DanieLt. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have attended high—high school. 

Senator Danreu. High school. All right, Counsel. 

Mr. Gasquer. Do you have an apartment now? 

Mr. Dovatas. I live at home. I have a room. 

Mr. Gasque. A room in a private home? 

Mr. Doveatas. Yes. . 

Mr. Gasque. You have been unemployed for the last month or 6 
weeks, I believe you told the committee. 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Mr. Gasqusr. How are you meeting your current expenses? 

Mr. Dovaeuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqure. How much rent do you have to pay? 

Mr. Dovetas. | have no set rent. 

Mr. Gasqur. Who owns your home where you live at the present 
time? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know—the real-estate people. 

Mr. Gasqus. Where do you buy your clothes? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqun. Have you come by all the suits of clothes you own 
lawfully? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasques. Are you presently engaged in bookmaking? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqur. Are you engaged in bookmaking? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have answered the question, I refuse to answer on 
the grounds it may tend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqus. Are you presently engaged in selling, transporting, 
or keeping illegal whiskey? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds that it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqus. Are you at the present time engaged as a procurer 
for a house of ill repute? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasqur. You do not want to tell us where you are getting the 
money for your immediate and continuing expenses while you are 
out of a job? 

Mr. Dovetas. (No response.) 

Senator Dante. All right, the witness will answer the question. 
What is the answer? 

Mr. Gasaque. He has not answered. 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Do you know a woman by the name of Dillard? 

Mr. Dove.tas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. Gasque. Are you presently acquainted with a woman by the 
name of Dillard? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Mr. GasquE. Is there anyone living with you at that address? 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to consult with my attorney, please. 

Senator Danreu. All right. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danie. The last thing I want to ask is: 

Do you know a man by the name of Tom Baker? 

I will give you a picture of him. I hand you a picture there. 
Look at the picture and see if you know him. 

All right. Do you know the man? Whose picture is it? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Danie. What? 

Mr. Doveatas. That is my picture. [Laughter.] 

Senator Daniret. Do you know a Tom Baker? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danreu. Have you ever bought heroin here in Washington? 

Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniet. Have you ever bought heroin in New York? 

Mr. Doveuas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniel. Do you know any drug addicts here in Washington? 

Mr. Dova.tas. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Danrex. Did you ever see a drug addict? 

Mr. Dova.as. (No response.) 

Senator Danie. Did you ever see a drug addict? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not knowingly. 

Senator DanieL. Not knowingly; never in your life you saw any- 
body who is taking drugs to your knowledge? 

Mr. Dovecias. Not knowingly. 

Senator Danie. Not knowingly? What do you mean by “not 
knowingly’’? 


71515—56—pt. 4—17 
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Mr. Dovatas. I don’t—I don’t know what they were doing. 
Senator Dantexu. Did anybody ever tell you they were drug addicts? 
Mr. Dovatas. Not that I can recall. 

Senator Danret. You never recall anybody telling you they were 
drug addicts; nobody ever told you they wanted to buy some drugs? 

Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall any individual asking me to—telling 
me they wanted to buy some drugs. 

Senator Daniet. You don’t recall any person telling you they 
wanted to buy some heroin? 

Mr. Dove tas. I cannot. 

Senator Danrev. You cannot. Will you swear before this com- 
mittee that no one ever did ask you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I said I can’t recall. 

Senator Danret. You can’t recall? Well, did Ethel Gore ever ask 
you to buy some heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer, sir, on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me. 

Senator Danre.. Well, you have already answered in a broad sense. 
Now, I want to get down specifically. I order you to answer. You 
have waived your right. 

Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall her asking me anything. 

Senator Danrev. You don’t recall Ethel Gore asking you anything? 

Mr. Dove.as. Not concerning any drugs, I can’t recall her asking 
me. 

Senator Danizex. Are you willing to swear she did not ask you any- 
thing about drugs? 

Mr. Dovetas. I say, I cannot recall her asking me anything about 
drugs. 

Seintde Danret. What about Carl Hansford? Did he ever ask 
you to buy any drugs? 

Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall anyone asking me anything about any 
drugs—any individual. 

Senator DanreL. What about McKinley Gore, did he ever ask you 
about selling drugs? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not that I recall, Senator, of any individual, any 
specific individual, asking me for any drugs. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever ask any individual to sell you any 
drugs? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danrev. You have never asked any individual in Washing- 
ton to sell you any drugs—any heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danrrex. Did you ever ask anyone in New York to sell you 
any heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator Danrev. Did anyone in New York ever sell you any 
heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator Danret. Did anyone in Washington ever sell you any 
heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator Dante. Did anyone in Washington or New York ever 
hand you or give to you any heroin or any other narcotic drug? 

Mr. Dovatas. I know of no one that has. 
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Senator DanigL. What? 

Mr. Dovatas. No one has ever given me any drugs. 

Senator Danrext. Did anyone in New York ever hand you or give 
you or sell you any heroin or any narcotic drugs? 
' Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator Danrex. All right, that is all, sir. You are excused until 
Tuesday morning at 10 o’clock. 

All right, next witness. 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM MILLER (ACCOMPANIED BY J. LEON 
WILLIAMS, COUNSEL) 


Senator Danret. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are 
about to give to the subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the 
United States Senate is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Mriuter. I do. 

Senator Danrev. You may be seated. 

Mr. Wiiuiams. Mr. Chairman, may I address you? 

Senator Danret. Yes. 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. I represent the defendant, William Miller. 

Senator Danrgu. Identify yourself again. 

Mr. Witturams. J. Leon Williams. 

Senator Danrev. All right. 

Mr. Wittrams. And I might state to the Chair this information: 

That William Miller was convicted on June 29, in the United States 
district court and there is presently pending an appeal in the United 
States court of appeals on his behalf and in view of that I advised him, 
Your Honor, that his rights might be prejudiced on his appeal bv 
appearing before the committee. However, he had no recourse other 
than to answer Your Honor’s subpena. 

Senator Danrex. Yes. All right. 

Now will you state your name? 

Mr. Miter. William Miller. 

Senator Danrev. How old are you? 

Mr. Mriter. Thirty. 

Senator Danre.. You are also known as Blue Miller? 

Mr. Miuuer. That is correct. 

Senator Daniev. How long have you lived in Washington? 

Mr. Mitter. Thirty years. 

Senator Daniet. How long? 

Mr. Miter. Thirty years. 

Senator Dante. Thirty years? 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Senator Daniet. What was the sentence which was imposed on 
you that your counsel mentioned? 

Mr. Mitter. Six to twenty years. 

Senator DantrEL. Six to twenty years? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes. 

Senator Danret. What charge? 

Mr. Miiuer. Conspiracy to violate the narcotic laws. 

Senator DanteL. Have you ever been engaged in the narcotic 
traffic here in the District? 

You may consult counsel any time. 
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Mr. Miuuter. What was the question? 

Senator Danrex. Will you answer the question? Read the question. 

(Whereupon the question was read.) 

Mr. Mutter. I refuse to answer that question, tends to incriminate 
me. 

Senator Danie. You refuse to answer on the ground it may tend 
to incriminate you. 

When you were arrested on the charges, now, which resulted in your 
conviction from which you are now appealing, did you post $5,000 
for yourself? 

Mr. Miuter. I refuse to answer that question. 

Senator Danie. What is that? 

Mr. Miter. I refuse to answer that question. 

Senator Danrex. Well, I say to you the records show you did and 
that testimony can be developed by other people. But you don’t 
want to answer the question, is that right? 

Mr. Miuer. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Did you furnish the $5,000 bond to Bessie Byrd? 

Mr. Mitter. I refuse to answer that question, too. 

Senator Danieu. On the ground it may tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Senator DanreL. Do you know Bessie Byrd? 

Mr. Miuuer. I refuse to answer that question, it might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Daniet. What type of automobile do you drive? 

Mr. Miter. I refuse to answer that question, too. 

Senator Danrex. Are you going to refuse to answer all questions 
this committee asks you today on the grounds they might tend to 
incriminate you? 

Mr. Miter. I am. 

Senator Danieu. You are? 

Mr. Mixer. Yes, I am. 

Senator Daniet. What was your occupation before you were 
arrested? 

Mr. Mixer. (No response.) 

Senator DanteL. What occupation, what kind of business were you 
engaged in here in Washington? 

Mr. Miuuer. Oh, I refuse to answer that. . 

Senator DanrEu. How is that? 

Mr. Mituer. I refuse to answer that question, it might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanreL. On November 27, 1943, were you arrested for 
housebreaking here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Miter. Yes, I was. 

Seen Dantet. You were? How much time did you serve on 
that? 

Mr. Mituer. 15 to 45 months. 

Senator Dantex. 15 to 45 months? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Senator DanieL. How old were you at. that time? 

Mr. Miuer. 18 or 19. 

Senator DaNrIgL. 18 or 19; you served time at the reformatory? 

Mr. Miuter. Lorton, Va. 

Senator Dante... What is that? 
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Mr. Miter. The reformatory at Lorton, Va. 

Senator Danrext. And then after having served that sentenee for 
housebreaking, were you arrested and convicted of housebreaking 
in 1947? 

Mr. Miter. That is ‘correct. 

Senator Dantex. Is that correct? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Senator Danrext. And what was your conviction then? 

Mr. Miter. Seventeen to fifty-one months. 

Senator Dante. Seventeen to fifty-one months. How much of 
that time did you serve? 

Mr. Mituter. Approximately 3 years. 

Senator Danret. About 3 years. Now, on October 8, 1952, were 
you arrested on a narcotics violation, convicted and sentenced? 

Mr. Miuter. I refuse to answer that, sir. 

Senator Danreu. You refuse to answer that question? 

Mr. Miuuer. That is right. 

Senator Danrev. On the ground it might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Mixiuier. Tend to incriminate; that is true. 

Senator Danret. And on March 28, 1955, were you arrested and 
charged and convicted of the sale of heroin—that is the one you 
testified about? 

Mr. Miiuer. No, I never testified to anything. 

Senator DanreL. What? 

Mr. Miter. I never testified to it. 

Senator Danrex. Well, I thought you had, I thought that is the 
one you were convicted on, March 25, 1955, arrested and convicted 
of possession and sale of heroin, you were arrested in March, convicted 
and sentenced? 

Mr. Wruurams. That is the one on appeal. 

Senator Danrex. That is the one on appeal? 

Mr. Wiiitams. Yes, Your Honor. 

Senator Daniex. That is the one you told us about? 

Mr. Witurams. Yes, Your Honor. 

Senator Dantet. Do you wish to take the fifth amendment and 
refuse to answer the question? 

Mr. Miuuer. I wish to take the fifth amendment on that. 

Senator Danrext. Did you ever buy any narcotic drugs in New 
York? 

Mr. Miter. I refuse to answer that question. 

Senator Dantet. You are going to take the fifth amendment and 
refuse to answer any questions on the ground they may tend to 
incriminate you, if this committee asks about your occupation or 
about the drug traffic, is that correct? 

Mr. Miuuer. Correct. 

Senator Danie. Do you know Robert Wright or Robbie Wright? 

Mr. Miuter. I refuse to answer that question, too, might tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator DanreL. Do you know Ethel Gore? 

Mr. Miter. I refuse to answer that, too, might tend to incriminate 
me. 

Senator Danie. Margaret Stewart? 

_ Mr. Mier. I refuse to answer that question, it might tend to 
incriminate me. 
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Senator Danrex. All right. William Douglas? 

Mr. Miter. I refuse to answer that, it might tend to incriminate 
me. 

Senator Danreu. All right. You may stand aside, if you are going 
to claim the fifth amendment on all of these questions. 

I might say that the committee is grateful to the Attorney General 
of the United : States for his understanding and cooperation in respond- 
ing to the subcommittee’s request to have this witness testify here 
today. The record should reflect that the subpena for this witness 
was issued by the committee only after our request to examine him 
had been approved by the Department of Justice. 

You will be excused. 

The subcommittee will recess until 10 o’clock Tuesday morning in 
this room. 

(Whereupon, at 5:50 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene, 
Tuesday, July 19, 1955, at 10 a. m.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 19, 1955 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. in room 457, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Price Daniel (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Daniel (presiding), and Welker. 

Also present: C. Aubrey Gasque, subcommittee counsel, and W. L. 
Speer, committee investigator. 

Senator Danteu. The committee will come to order. Mr. Oliver 
Gasch. Will you identify the members of the United States dis- 
trict attorney’s office with you? 

Mr. Gascu. Mrs. Kitty Blair Frank. She has had experience with 
the addict law for the past 10 months and Mr. Frederick Smithson, 
who has tried narcotic cases. 

Senator Dantex. Is he an assistant in the United States district 
attorney’s office? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the 
testimony you are about to give to this subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee of the United States Senate to be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Gascn. I do. 

Mr. Smiruson. I do. 

Mrs. Franx. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF OLIVER GASCH, PRINCIPAL ASSISTANT UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEY, ACCOMPANIED BY FREDERICK 
SMITHSON AND KITTY BLAIR FRANK, UNITED STATES DIS- 
TRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Senator Danrev. Mr. Gasch, will you be seated at the end of the 
table, please? Will you identify yourself, now for the record. 

Mr. Gascu. Oliver Gasch, principal assistant United States district 
attorney for the District of Columbia. 

Senator Danie. How long. have you held that position, Mr. 
Gasch? 

Mr. Gascu. About 2 years, sir. 

Senator Danre.. I believe that you have a prepared statement. 
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Mr. Gascu. Yes, Senator. Mr. Rover, before he left town, pre- 


pared a statement for this committee, the original and copy of which 
we gave to Mr. Gasque. 


Senator Danrex. Do you wish to deliver the prepared statement for 
United States District Attorney Leo A. Rover? 

Mr. Gascu. I believe, sir, it would probably save time if I would 
just summarize the statement and indicate to you what we have in 
mind with reference to this matter. 


Senator Dante. That will be fine. We will make the statement 
a part of the record at this point. 

You may proceed. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LEO A. Rover, UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
CoLuMBIA, REGARDING EXPERIENCE OF THE UNITED StatTES ATTORNEY’S 
OFFICE CONCERNING PROSECUTION OF Narcotics CaAsEs, INCLUDING REc- 
OMMENDATIONS CONCERNING AMENDMENTS TO ExisTING LAW 


Narcotics cases in the District of Columbia are prosecuted under the Harrison 
Narcoties Act, title 26, United States Code, section 4704 (a), et seq., the Export- 
Import Act, title 21, United States Code, section 174, and the Uniform Narcotic 
Act, title 33, section 401, et seq., of the District of Columbia Code. Generally 
spes aking, prosecutions under these acts have not met, insofar as our experience 
reveals, with any material obstructions procedurally or otherwise. 

Insofar as the General Federal Acts are concerned, prosecution is materially 
aided by reason of the fact that many of the important sections of these acts 
have been construed by the Federal circuit courts of appeals and the Supreme 
Court. Thus, a degree of certainty, insofar as presentation of these cases in the 
trial court is concerned, has been achieved, which is of inestimable value to the 
prosecution. At the outset, it should be emphasized that whatever amendments 
to acts having local applicability are undertaken, it is highly desirable that 
Congress make it clear that these amendments shall not be regarded as having 
the effect of superseding or in any wise modifying the provisions of General 
federal law unless Congress specifically and clearly intends that result. Of 
course, this may be made clear by a prefatory statement in the legislation itself 
which would indicate in substance that it is the purpose and intent of Congress 
that the Harrison Act, the Export-Import Act, and other General Federal Nar- 
coties legislation, together with loeal District of Columbia legislation, should be 
regarded insofar as the District of Columbia is concerned, as a comprehensive 
code relating to the suppression of illegal narcotics traffic in the District of 
Columbia. Such an explanatory statement might well be written into the legis- 
lative history of the amendment as well. 

Statistics over the past 2 years reveal the following: 


Fiscal year Fiseal year 
July 1, 1953, | July 1, 1954, 
through |_ throvgh 
June 30, 1954 | June 30, 1955 


Indictments returned 5 sg ane ee aadie acl 200 | 166 
Total number of cases dis sposed ac: Sie aad : Sele di a7 200 175 
Verdicts of guilty z Rae eres t 56 | 51 
Verdicts of not guilty Sons sae aisanen 10 5 
Pleas of guilty ee ares eee ea : aol ee 122 109 
Dismissals __ _ _- be el Aites 28 ae eek J 10 10 
Unsound mind Neal ited eli wie ate 0 
Transferred to other district ___- = : f | 0 
Number of jury trials ’ ee) siohinae cai Scien aa es 4) 56 
Percentage of cony rictions in jury trials_ Ro dewe ates a .f 91.0 
Percentage of convictions in all c: ises disposed of ‘ <a ee abet ee 9.8 | 91.4 


In the United States court of appeals for this circuit, we have been successful 
in defending those narcotics cases which have been appealed in 82 percent of 
the cases 

We have been asked to comment on whether, in the experience of this office 
in prosecuting narcotics cases, it would be desirable to provide greater flexibility 


ee ee ee ee ee 


lin, cuca Tien al 
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insofar as the search and seizure provisions of the law are concerned. We have 
checked into the narcotics cases in which search and seizure provisions of the 
Constitution have been mentioned. It is our experience generally that the 
courts have taken a realistic and generally constructive view of the search and 
seizure problem in the decisions on this aspect of the law. For the information 
of the committee, some recent decisions of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit touching the search and seizure problem are 
enclosed as exhibits hereto. 

We have also been asked to comment on the extent to which an amendment 
to that section of the Federal Communications Act which prohibits wiretapping 
(see. 605 of the Federal Communications Act, title 47, U. 8. C.) would be helpful 
insofar as prosecution of narcotics cases is concerned. At the outset, it should 
be mentioned that in the Olmstead case (277 U. 8. 438), the Supreme Court in a 
5 to 4 decision held that wiretapping was not violative of constitutional provisions. 
This decision was rendered in 1927. Among the dissenting Justices were Justice 
Holmes, Justice Brandeis, Justice Butler, and Justice Stone. As recently as 
June of 1952 the Supreme Court gave qualified affirmation to the Olmstead case 
in On Lee v. United States (343 U.S. 747). This case was also decided by a 5 to 4 
vote. Speculation as to what position the Supreme Court might take at this 
time on this constitutional issue is not likely to be productive of any tangible 
result. 

Assuming, then, that the Olmstead case would be followed, it is clear that an 
amendment to section 605 of the Communications Act would be of inestimable 
value in ferreting out those engaged in the narcotics traffic. As recently as last 
fall one of my assistants prosecuted two high-ranking police officers assigned to 
the narcotics squad for conspiracy in connection with violations of the narcotics 
law. Had it been possible to investigate and prepare this case without the restric- 
tions imposed by the applicable section of the Federal Communications Act, it is 
entirely possible that significant additional corroborative evidence could have 
been made available to the jury. The great difficulty under which the prosecu- 
tion labored was that it was required to present this case by witnesses who, in the 
main, were convicted narcotics peddlers and addicts. The latest decision of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit touching 
this subject but not deciding this question, is Sullivan v. United States (decided 
219 F. 2d 760, 1955), copy of which is attached hereto. In that case the defend- 
ant Sullivan was arrested following a telephone call which had been made by a 
police informer who, after being arrested himself, volunteered to assist the police 
in the detection and arrest of his narcotics supplier whom he identified and 
stated the manner in which contact was established. Following the disclosure 
of this information, the informer made a telephone call in the presence of a police 
officer of the local narcotics squad who, after the call was made, used an extension 
phone to overhear the conversation and to confirm the contact made with the 
defendant Sullivan, as well as to corroborate the information of the informer as 
to the cireumstances under which the transfer of the narcotics from the defendant 
to the informer was to be accomplished. A motion to suppress was filed on behalf 
of the defendant Sullivan by his counsel, which was denied by the lower court. 
This decision appears at 116 Federal Supplement 480. The defendant pro- 
ceeded to trial and was found guilty by the jury and subsequently sentenced by 
the trial court. In affirming this decision of the lower court denying the motion 
to suppress, the court of appeals discussed the nature of the evidence obtained by 
virtue of the use of this telephone extension but went on to say that this was 
merely corroboration of the facts related by the police officer prior to the making 
of the telephone call and further corroboration of the story related by the informer 
who took the stand and testified against the defendant Sullivan and therefore 
the court was constrained to hold that the use of the telephone extension did not 
render the evidence obtained in this case subject to the doctrine of ‘‘the fruit of 
the poisoned tree’’ as set forth in the Nardone decision (308 U. S. 338, 341). 

While the United States district court in this jurisdiction denied a motion to 
suppress in the Sullivan case, another judge of this court entertained significantly 
different views in the case of United States v. Stephenson (121 F. Supp. 274). 
There was one distinguishing factor in the Stephenson case which may have 
weighed heavily on the judgment of the court in granting a motion to suppress. 
A mechanical recording device had been physically attached to the telephone 
and had recorded the conversation. The motion to suppress went to the legality 
of the evidence thus obtained. It should also be noted that the Stephenson 
case involved perjury where, as a matter of law, corroboration is necessary. Our 
conclusion with reference to the desirability of legislation which would remove 
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the restrictions on wiretapping contained in section 605 of the Federal Communi- 
cations Act, is that it would be definitely helpful to have this additional method 
of securing this type of evidence in these cases. Our views with references to 
the Olmstead and On Lee cases have previously been expressed. 

With the permission of the committee, we should like to touch briefly on 
certain aspects of the Uniform Narcotics Act, section 401, et seq., of title 33, 
District of Columbia Code. Certain amendments and additions to this local 
act, subject always to the thoughts contained in the first part of this statement, 
would be helpful. 

(a) It is believed that this act should contain a definition of narcotic drugs 
similar to and with provision being made comparable to the provision contained 
in title 26, United States Code, for the augmentation from time to time by Presi- 
dential proclamation of the narcotics drugs covered thereby. 

(b) It is further recommended that this act, section 401, et seq. of title 33, 
District of Columbia Code, be amended to include therein svnthetic drugs as is 
the case under the Federal law, title 26 of the United States Code. It is believed 
also that when crimes designated under this statute fall into the category of first 
offenses they should be regarded as misdemeanors. Police officers or other law 
enforcement officials should be given the right to make and maintain arrests under 
this statute upon probable cause as is the case in felony matters. Such a pro- 
vision is contained in reference to other comparable crimes in the omnibus crime 
bill (title 23, see. 306 of the District of Columbia Code). 

(c) It is also proposed that title 2, section 601, et seq., of the District of Colum- 
bia Code (the Pharmacy Act) be amended as follows: Barbiturates should be in- 
cluded within the subject matter encompassed by this act and violations consist- 
ing of illegal possession of barbiturates should be regarded as misdemeanors. 

Here, again, we should like to take this occasion to emphasize that the legisla- 
tion recommended on this subject should clearly provide that it is in supplement 
to, but not intended to supplant anything contained in Federal legislation, such 
as the Food and Drug Act, title 21, United States Code. It is also recommended 
that anvone possessing barbiturates as described in title 21 of the United States 
Code will be presumed to have acquired them illegally unless hé can affirmatively 
show that the source of the drug was under lawful prescription or order. Such a 
violation should be regarded as a misdemeanor. To make this statute effective 
it is believed necessary to establish the rule as Congress has done in the omnibus 
crime bill, title 23, section 306 of the District of Columbia Code, that a police 
officer or other law enforcement official may make a valid arrest for this violation 
based upon probable cause as in felony cases. 

In connection with this recommendation, this office has been advised by 
certain law enforcement officials that a growing tendency has been observed on 
the part of law violators addicted to the use of low-grade alcohol to supplement 
this addiction with barbiturates. This combination is likely to prove extremely 
serious in that it may well result in a habit difficult, if not impossible, to control. 
This particular habit is also extremely injurious to the physical health of the 
individual concerned. 

(d) Further, it is reeommended that the last sentence of section 411 (e) of title 
33, United States Code, be stricken. [t was this provision which was largely 
responsible for the confusion in the minds of members of the jury trying the recent 
case in municipal court in which a Dr. Friedenberg was charged with violations of 
the section of this act which requires phvsicians to keep records on the drugs 
administered by them. His defense was predicated upon the sentence to which 
reference has just been made. It is noted that section 411 (e) of this title requires 
records of narcotic drugs to be kept on forms prescribed by the Board of Pharmacy. 
In this particular prosecution the fact that no forms had been prescribed by the 
Pharmacy Board constituted a considerable obstruction for the prosecution. We 
have just been advised that the Board of Pharmacy has just completed a proposed 
draft for consideration by the Corporation Counsel of the forms required by this 
section of the law. 

One further recommendation is made. It relates to the more adequate means 
of disposal or destruction of seized narcotics and barbiturates. Several cases 
have been brought to our attention wherein it would appear that seized narcotics 
have found their way back into illicit traffic. It is proposed that section 417 of 
title 33 of the District of Columbia Code be amended to provide that narcotics 
seized or otherwise coming into the possession of the Police Department and 
other law enforcement officials of the Bistriet of Columbia for which no criminal 
charge can be made, be disposed of upon written order of the Chief of Police of 
the Metropolitan Police Department, directing the surrender of such narcotics 
to the Federal Bureau of Narcotics for disposal in accordance with the rules and 


> > 


Thar mM 


~ mee ~*~ -— TP 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 1069 


regulations of that Department. No problem arises in those cases where a 
criminal charge is made. A similar provision should be included in the proposed 
amendment to the Pharmacy Act, title 2, District of Columbia Code, relative to 
the disposition of barbiturates that come into the possession of the Metropolitan 
Police Department. In that regard, it is suggested that such drugs upon order 
of the Chief of Police may be surrendered to the District of Columbia General 
Hospital for the use of that institution. 

Mr. Gascu. At the outset, I want to express Mr. Rover’s apprecia- 
tion of our being permitted to come here and give you our views on 
this matter. It goes without saying that this 1s one of the most im- 
portant fields of crimimal law enforcement, and one can’t read the 
testimony that has been made available to us by Mr. Gasque which 
this committee has taken throughout the eastern part of the country, 
without realizing how heinous this situation is, and how definite cor- 
rective action is needed, not only in other places but here in the 
District of Columbia. 

At the outset, we would like to make the suggestion to the committee 
that whatever amendments to local legislation are undertaken the 
committee clearly indicate that those local amendments will not, in 
any way, impair or modify general Federal legislation, which is also 
applicable to the District of Columbia. Our reason for that is that 
this Federal legislation, the Harrison Act, the Import-Export Act, the 
Marihuana Tax Act, the Food and Drug Act, have been construed 
by the Federal courts and the Supreme Court of the United States 
in many decisions. By reason of that construction of those statutes, 
a degree of certainty has been achieved in prosecution which we feel 
is highly desirable and important to us, and we wouldn’t want to see 
any change in that situation. 

Now, Mr. Gasque indicated that our comments on search and seizure 
laws and provisions would be desired. 

Senator Danreu. That is right, sir. I believe that thus far Assistant 
Attorney General Warren Olney, Mr. Anslinger, members of the 
Narcotic Squad, and members of the United States Narcotics Bureau 
stationed here, also have indicated that they are having considerable 
trouble in obtaining search warrants under the court interpretations. 
So, we would certainly like to have your comments on that. 

Mr. Gascu. Well, sir, the problem basically, of course, is a con- 
stitutional problem and the interpretation placed on these constitu- 
tional provisions by the courts is binding on us. A review of the court 
decisions in which these problems have been discussed indicate that, 
generally speaking, the courts have been realistic in their interpreta- 
tion of what is involved. You gain that by consideration of the de- 
cisions in their entirety. 

Now, there is no question but that the law interpretation here in 
the District, generally speaking, is stricter than it is in the States. 
However, it may well be concluded that a strict law interpretation 
does require law enforcement officers to make good cases, cases 
that will stand up under regular standards and, generally speaking, 
that is a good thing. However, we feel that the Government should 
have a right to appeal the grant of a motion to suppress. Motions 
to suppress have been filed in many of our narcotic cases. And, in 
some instances, we feel that the grant of such a motion, which deprives 
the Government of its opportunity to go forward, should be the subject 
of an appeal to the circuit court of appeals. We feel very strongly, 
and not only because we feel that some of our good cases have been 
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knocked out by a motion to suppress improvidently granted, but we 
feel that a better degree of uniformity would be achieved by reason 
of that procedure. That is to say, some of the judges in the District 
court follow a rather strict rule on it, and on this question of standing, 
particularly, requiring one filing a motion to suppress to show that 
he has ownership or possession of the premises, and the article seized. 
One of the judges particularly requires testimony on the subject, in 
addition to affidavits. Others do not follow that rule as strictly as 
it is followed by that particular judge. 

Now, in the appellate court 

Senator Danrev. I want to see if I understand you. You say 
one of the courts requires testimony in addition to affidavits? 

Mr. Gascnu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Are you talking about on a motion to suppress? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantex. You are not talking about the evidence on which 
the original search warrant was obtained? 

Mr. Gascu. No, sir: I am talking about a motion to suppress. 

Senator DanreL. A motion to suppress the evidence obtained by 
the search? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes. Now, it would achieve a degree of uniformity 
in the prosecution of these cases, if the Government had the right to 
go forward to the court of appeals and have an expression from that 
court on the grant of a motion to suppress. Therefore, we very 
strongly recommend that we be given that right. 

‘Now, the Cefaratti case, notation of which is in Mr. Rover’s state- 
ment, indicated that the Government does have the right to go 
forward on appeal. But there, there has been a dismissal of the 
cause. In the recent Stephenson case, which was not a narcotics 
case, it was a perjury case, we sought to go forward from the grant 
of the motion to suppress, and the appeal was dismissed. 

So that it can be said that those cases are in a twilight zone, and it 
would be very helpful to the United States Attorney’s Office if we 
had a right to go forward on such matters. 

Senator Danie. Are you through with the point on searches and 
seizures? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteL. Suppose I ask a question or two about that. 
Do you have the rule under which you operate in the District now 
in getting a search warrant? 

Mr. Gascu. That would be 41, I believe, sir, of the Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedure. 

Senator Dantev. Those rules are written by the courts here in the 
District, right? 

Mr. Gascu. No, sir, that is written by a committee and approved 
by the Supreme Court. 

Senator Danieu. Written by a committee of judges? 

Mr. Gascu. Judge Vanderbilt was the chairman, Chief Judge 
Vanderbilt. Whether he was on the bench at that time, I don’t 
know. 

Senator Dante. I see. Those rules apply to all Federal courts? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator DanreL. And they have been approved by the United 
States Supreme Court? 
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Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now, are you familiar with just what the general 
provisions are with reference to obtaining a search warrant under 
those rules? 

Mr. Gascu. Mr. Smithson has greater familiarity with that than 
I do, sir, and I would suggest that your question be directed to him 
on that point. 

Senator Danreu. He will go into that point? 

Mr. Gasca. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Do you want us to go into that point with him 
now to finish on searches and seizures, or do you want to go on with 
the rest of your testimony? 

Mr. Gascu. Whatever you desire, sir. 

Senator Danret. Mr. Smithson, will you tel] us, in general, the 
provisions under which search warrants may be obtained now. 

Mr. Smiruson. The usual provision for search warrants under the 
rules, Senator, is divided into two categories; that is, where you want 
to obtain a search warrant for use during the daytime hours, prior to 
sunset, and that provision where you need a search warrant because 
of the very nature of the operation which you suspect is going on in 
the premises after dark. 

Up to the time of sunset, all that is needed to identify the premises 
is probable cause, reasonable cause to believe that contained in those 
premises are the objects which you believe as narcotics cases, con- 
traband objects; that those objects are contained in those premises. 
Following sunset, it is necessary to have positivity. And by positiv- 
ity, it has been interpreted that someone who has been in the premises 
must be able to state definitely and affirmatively before the United 
States commissioner under oath, or a judge who is empowered to 
issue the search warrant that those articles are in the premises. 

Senator Danrex. Are you able to obtain many search warrants for 
night searches in narcotics cases? 

Mr. Smrruson. I believe we have been able to obtain quite a 
sufficient number, Senator. I have no figures with regard to how 
many. Of course, the requirement is substantially more, because 
we must then have either a witness who has purchased within those 
premises, either an informer or a police undercover agent, come in an 
make an affidavit before the United States commissioner that he has 
made a purchase from there, or knows that there are narcotics con- 
tained in that particular premises. 

Now, for that purpose, the statement of an informer is enough, 
provided he so signifies in it. 

Senator DaNniEL. Swears to it? 

Mr. Smiruson. That is correct. 

Senator Danrev. But, there has to be an affidavit whether the 
search is to be made before sunset or after. 

Mr. Smiruson. That is correct, sir. It would have to be by 
affidavit before or after sunset. There must be an affidavit attached 
to a search warrant to justify the issuance of it, or some statement 
that is incorporated as a part of the search warrant. 

Senator Daniet. Who actually issues the search warrant? 

Mr. Smirusox. The United States commissioner for the main part, 
in this jurisdiction, grants all such warrants. 

Senator Danrex. And his name is 
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Mr. Smituson. Cyril S. Lawrence. 

Senator Danret. Now, do you pass on the search warrant for the 
commissioner? 

Mr. Smiruson. Naturally, I pass on quite a few of them. 

Senator Dantex. Is that required by law or is that an operating 
procedure? 

Mr. Smituson. It is an operating procedure, Senator. It is done 
as a sort of assistance to the United States commissioner. He has 
asked that Mr. Conliff, the senior criminal assistant or myself, or 
maybe one other, examine most of the search warrants to make sure 
that they contain what we feel is sufficient to justify the issuance. 
Of course, our recommendation or our determination has no bearing 
on whether or not he issues it, it is a preliminary discussion, most of 
the time, an oral thing. There is nothing formal about it, that we 
hold with the various members of the Federal Narcotics Bureau, or 
the local narcotics squad of the Metropolitan Police Department. 
And they will relay the facts as they know them, to me, for instance, 
and I will examine the facts and see whether or not, in my opinion, 
there is sufficient evidence to justify a recommendation to the United 
States commissioner to go forward with that. 

Senator Danret. Most of your narcotics violations transpire at 
night, do they not? 

{r. SMTuson. Quite a few of them, yes. I wouldn’t say altogether. 

Senator Daniseu. I said most. 

Mr. Smitruson. Yes, quite a few, because they seem to come out 
when the sun goes down. 

Senator Daniex. Well, most of the traffic, would you say, was after 
sundown? 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes, I think the working hours of the narcotics 
squad. and the Federal Bureau of Narcotics would bear that out; 
that they do the major part of their activities in the hours after 
6 o’clock in the evening. 

Senator Danrex. Are you familiar with the William Douglas case, 
which was presented to the committee by Mr. Fred Wilson of the 
Narcotics Bureau? 

Mr. Smiruson. I don’t know whether I would say I was familiar 
with it, but it was discussed with me. 

Senator Danizt. The matter of whether or not a search warrant 
could be obtained in that case? 

Mr. Smituson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. As I remember the testimony in that case, they 
saw three known addicts going into William Douglas’ house, where 
he stayed, and one of them came out, and when she was spoken to by 
the agent, she threw some heroin on the ground. 

Mr. SmiTuson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And it would just seem to me that in a case like 
that, where the agent saw these addicts go into the house and come 
out, and saw one of them throw some of the heroin on the ground, 
together with other information that they had, there would be suffi- 
cient cause for a search warrant to be issued. Now, I know that you 
have a situation here which may easily answer why it was not possible 
to get a search warrant there. Would you tell us why you felt that 
a search warrant could not be issued in that case? 
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Mr. Smiruson. Well, in that particular case, as I recall it—and I 
have no notes on it, Senator, and possibly my recollection, which is 
some months old, is not as accurate as that of the person who related 
the story to you—but the suspect, Douglas, whom I believe has been 
identified by you, had 2 or 3 various premises that he lived in. And 
the particular one he was living in at the time the presentation was 
made to me was an address on Gail Street in the District of Columbia. 
Now, information had been known as to that man for some short while 
prior to the time that this was discussed with me. I believe the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics were most interested in trying to appre- 
hend that man to detect and arrest his activities. And they had 
placed an undercover agent in the traffic trying to get into this source 
of supply, Douglas. 

Senator Danire:. Mr. Wilson, will you come up and sit down by us 
here, and help us to be sure that we do not put any testimony in this 
record that would in any way hurt your investigation. 

You think about that, too, Mr. Smithson, and don’t answer any 
question that I ask you that shouldn’t be answered for that reason. 
In other words, you still have an investigation pending, and you should 
be sure not to say anything here that would interfere in any way with 
that investigation. 

Mr. Smrruson. Yes, sir, I will try not to identify any one in any 
way. 

At the time that this matter was discussed with me—and I believe 
: was discussed informally, as I said, with no written notes, at least 

I don’t believe I had anything presented to me in a formal fashion 
the narcotics squad had an undercover agent, whose identity I won't 
reveal, attempting to get this connection. A purchase, as I recall, had 
been made by this narcotics agent with some third party whom I do 
not wish to identify, and the agents, I believe, were able to take that 
particular person back to the subject, Douglas. They discussed with 
me whether or not they had, based on other information then available, 
sufficient to go against Douglas and secure a search warrant for the 
premises he was then occupying and using, without—bear in mind, 
without—trevealing that there had been a purchase by an undercover 
agent from a third party, and that that third person had in any way 
been connected to this subject, Douglas. In other words, they wanted 
to keep that completely off the record, they wanted no information as 
to that, even as to the observations which were made, as a result of 
this particular purchase, contained in that affidavit or disclosed to 
anyone. 

I believe that Mr. Wilson and certain other representatives of 
the narcotics squad discussed this case with me and the Metro- 
politan Police squad also. I believe they had certain observations 
that those premises were—as the Senator has stated to me, they had 
observations that 2 or 3 suspected addicts had gone into those prem- 
ises. I have a distinct recollection, however, that at the time I was 
informed by the agents that they did not believe that Douglas would 
keep any large quantity in that house—that is, it would be necessary 
quite often for him to go out to replenish it, because if there were a 
large quantity it made him much more susceptible for arrest, and the 
case could be proven on him that much more readily if he were ap- 
prehended with that quantity therein. 
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There were 2 or 3 observations, as I have said. I do not believe 
that the police were able to assure me with any reasonable grounds that 
that particular person you mentioned, the addict who was searched 
when she came out, stopped and threw her narcotics away 

Senator Dante. Ceola Williams. She is at Lexington now. 

Mr. Smrruson. I don’t believe that they were able to say, of 
course, that she obtained that from inside those premises. She was 
known, or at least suspected to be, an addict, and, therefore, we had no 
resonable cause to believe that she purchased the drugs in there rather 
than having them with her when she went into those premises. 

And, further than that, we could obtain no affidavit from any 
informer or any addict that they purchased from him on those 
premises. 

Now, it seems to be the law in the District of Columbia that reason- 
able cause is a test of a reasonable man, that is, that they have a 
reasonable belief that contained in those premises of the suspected are 
narcotics. For a daytime search warrant that is all that is necessary; 
for a nighttime search warrant, as I say, we have to have the af- 
fidavit of someone who has been in those premises and has seen the 
narcotics there within a short period of time, 10 days or less, or who has 
physically made a purchase from the occupant of those premises. 

Considering all the evidence that was presented to me at that time 
in this discussion, it was my determination that—and I might say 
that I did discuss it with one other assistant senior to me—that we did 
not have a sufficient amount of information to justify the issuance of 
a search warrant. 

I believe there was also some question 

Senator Daniet. Do you know any reason why the rule as to 

robable cause shouldn’t be changed either by Congress amending the 
aw or by changing the rules for nighttime search in narcotics cases? 

Mr. Smrruson. Only that which has been expressed by various 
judges in this District, Senator. They have stated that they can 
abide with reasonable cause for the issuance of a search warrant 
during the daytime, because that is not getting into the hours of the 
nighttime, midnight, and the early hours of the morning. But they 
believe that before they can justify or condone the actions of a police 
officer going into the premises in the late hours of the evening or the 
early hours of the morning there should be a higher degree of proof 
required, in other words, before they would be permitted to go in and 
disturb anyone who might have or might own those premises and 
might be suspected of having these narcotics in there. 

Senator Daniet. What is your own personal feeling about the 
matter? The narcotics agents have told us that you are a rough 
prosecutor on narcotics cases. What is your own opinion about 
whether or not we should have some change in the rule so that the 
regular probable cause on which you can get a search warrant during 
the daytime be made sufficient for nighttime search in narcotics cases? 

Mr. Sairuson. Well, personally, Senator, if the test is rigidly 
applied—and I suppose some do say that I apply that preliminary 
examination rather rigidly to make sure that we present in the District 
valid, good cases that can be made—and I believe we have, as our 
record will bear me out—I would say that the probable cause would 
be sufficient, taking into account the high caliber of the men that we 
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have working in the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and the Metropolitan 
Police Department—and I have worked with all of them, I believe. 

I can also see, Senator, where in other jurisdictions such an amend- 
ment to the Federal rules might lead to some abuse. Rather than 
make any recommendation of my own at this time I would like to 
consider it and submit it as a possible supplemental memorandum, 
if that would be satisfactory. 

Senator Dantev. That would be fine. Senator Welker, Mr. Gasch 
is the principal assistant United States attorney, and Mr. Smithson 
is his assistant. We referred to him about the particular matter of 
searches and seizures, and before going back to Mr. Gasch, do you have 
any question on it? 

Senator WELKER. I would like to ask Mr. Smithson, whom I have 
known by reputation several years, if that isn’t drawing the line pretty 
thin in respect to this terrible crime of dope peddling, to hide behind 
the proposition that there must be 1 rule in the daytime and 1 rule 
in the nighttime. As a matter of fact, if you had probable cause 
probable cause would be sufficient. I am not asking you for your 
opinion, I am just giving you mine. I am unable to understand why 
these courts should draw such a narrow line. In other words, it looks 
to me like you are opening the gate for the dope peddler to work at 
nighttime, but he had better close up shop in the daytime. 

Mr. SaritrHson. Senator, that might be a true opinion if we didn’t 
have the men who work such hours as they do in the Narcotics 
Bureau and the Metropolitan Police squad. But I know those men 
do high-caliber work, Senator. There is that distinction. I would 
not like to make any comment on that at this time, but it is the 
circumstances that we have to work under. 

Senator WeLker. We all know that if probable cause is not shown, 
a motion to suppress the evidence is in order. 

Mr. Smituson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WeLkKeEr. I can’t see where this peddler is going to be hurt. 
If he doesn’t have probable cause to go in in the wee hours of the 
morning, then such a motion to suppress the evidence is in order. 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes. 

Senator Dantev. Along the line of what Senator Welker has said, 
[ just want to point out the anomalous situation you have in the 
District. In most of the States, of course, they have laws under 
which search warrants can be obtained on probable cause either day 
or night. In the District you have only the Federal law and the 
rules of procedure, which makes a situation that is particularly 
difficult in this area, because you have no other jurisdiction you can 
go to, as the Federal and State officials can in the States, for search 
warrants on probable cause at night. 

Mr. Smituson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dantex. All right, Mr. Gasch, you may proceed with 
your next recommendation. 

Mr. Gascu. The next thing that I would like to discuss with the 
committee is wiretapping. That is discussed in some detail in Mr. 
Rover’s written statement. And in essence our virews are these, that 
while this is a highly controversial subject on which people disagree, 
and disagree strongly, we feel as prosecutors that it would be most 
helpful to us if there were an amendment to section 605 of the Federal 
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Communications Act that would permit the use of wiretapping in 
those cases that the committee wants to authorize. 

For instance, we are talking now about narcotics. But in subversion 
cases and in kidnap cases | think quite as strong cases can be made out 
to recommend that the committee consider whether or not section 605 
be modified to give law enforcement officers this additional means of 
cracking this racket. 

Now, Mr. Smithson is available; he can tell you about his experiences 
in a recent case, a case involving high-ranking police officials who were 
tried here for conspiracy, narcotics conspiracy, in which, if he had had 
access to wiretapping evidence the results might have been different. 
Those men were acquitted, because Mr. Smithson had to rely in the 
main on testimony from convicted peddlers and addicts, and there- 
fore their testimony was subject to considerable suspicion by the jury. 
But if we had had wiretapping evidence in that case the results might 
have been quite different. 

And so, for my office, I want to recommend very seriously that the 
committee give consideration to creating an exception to section 605 
of the Federal Communications Act. 

Senator Danie. All you needed it for in those cases was confir- 
mation? 

Mr. Gascu. That is true in the case I have reference to, sir. Of 
course, it would be an independent source of evidence in certain other 
cases. But we do not have the opportunity now to get that evidence. 

Senator Danrev. When you finish that point we would like to ask 
questions. Are you through with the wiretapping recommendations? 

Mr. Gasca. Yes, sir. 

The only thing I want to mention in conclusion is that we have 
made reference in our written statement to the Olmstead case. That 
was a 5-4 decision of the United States Supreme Court back about 27 
years ago, opinion by Chief Justice Taft, in which there were 4 dis- 
senters; dissent by Justice Holmes, Justice Brandeis, Justice Stone, 
and Justice Butler. 

Now, in the recent On Lee case, 25 years later, there was a qualified 
approval, 5—4 again, of the Olmstead decision. I mention that only 
because the Supreme Court 25 years ago was closely divided on 
whether or not there was a constitutional issue. And they still seem 
to be divided on that issue. I mention that merely to indicate that 
that probably is in the offing. 

But we must assume that the Olmstead case today is a law, and that 
you do not have a constitutional impediment to deal with. 

Senator We.Lker. As a matter of fact, the Olmstead case used 
section 605 of the Communications Act to validate that Supreme 
Court decision. 

Mr. Gascu. Right. 

Senator WeLkEr. Now, for your information, Mr. Gasch, I handled 
the wire tapping matter before the Judiciary Committee last year, and 
we had passage of that bill. And I agree with you wholeheartedly 
that it should be used in crimes such as kidnaping. There is no way 
under heaven’s green earth that you can catch a kidnaper who kidnaps 
for ransom; isn’t that a fact? Because he uses a telephone to call the 
distraught parents to tell them where to meet and where to have the 
money, and so forth. You are familiar with the fact that a kidnaper 
for ransom or a murderer may escape by virtue of the fact that 605 
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of the Federal Communications Act prohibits the use of wiretap 
evidence. And I need not relate to you the Judy Coplon case, 
sabotage, espionage, and so forth, against this very country, in which 
if the Government had been able to use the wiretap evidence they had 
there wouldn’t have been any question whatsoever as to sustaining 
that conviction. Am I right? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLksER. Now, counselor, I have heard the weeping and 
wailing of these people who believe in the reservation of the right of 
privacy. I am sure that all of us agree that the right of privacy 
should be preserved. I want to ask you this: What is the difference 
between the interception of a conversation by virtue of a telephone 
wiretap and the boring of a hole through the bedroom wherein you can 
watch the acts of 2 or more persons oreven1? There is nothing to pro- 
hibit the person who bores the hole from taking the stand and testi- 
fying now on what he saw and what he heard. But yet if you happen 
te get the voice recorded on the telephone there is some strange theory 
of law that says, well, you just can’t do that. How about your obser- 
vations on that, Mr. Gasch? 

Mr. Gascu. I am inclined to agree with you, sir. It seems illogical 
that one method of observation is permissible and the other method 
is not. 

Senator WreLkKerR. As a matter of fact, the whole thing boils down 
to the fact that the truth will out; isn’t that it? As a matter of fact, 
supposing a man wants to commit perjury against you, you may meet 
him out in the hall and be 20 feet away from him, and yet he will say 
he heard you say something which in fact you did not say. That isa 
kind of vicious testimony that we have sometimes, and yet it is 
acceptable in our courts of law, and is subject to cross-examination. 
And the minute you find falsification of wiretapping, just exactly like 
you catch a man committing perjury as to what he is alleged to say, 
or even to have seen through a peephole, you are going to win your 
lawsuit twice as easily from the defense standpoint. 

Mr. Gascu. I would think so. Recorded testimony is very con- 
vincing. We had some indication of that in this recent case that we 
tried here, a bribery case involving some high-ranking police officials, 
and some numbers people. In that case we used a device known as 
the miniphone, which is a device which permits the officer to record 
conversation. And that evidence was acceptable to the jury. And 
I think largely on the basis of that evidence we secured convictions. 

Senator WreikKer. Mr. Gasch, you are acquainted with the fact— 
I believe it is true—that 42 separate jurisdictions have State laws 
which permit wiretap, and the evidence obtained thereby is admissible 
in courts of law. 

Mr. Gascu. I understand that, sir. 

Senator WeLKEerR. And I am wondering why the Federal Govern- 
ment and the District of Columbia can’t do the same thing. After 
all, they have as much to lose as any sovereign State. And I know of 
none of those sovereign States that want to invade the right of privacy 
of anyone; they want to enforce the law. And I certainly commend 
you for your observation. 

I am going to make this statement, that as of now I believe we have 
about as good a chance of getting wiretapping legislation in the 
Federal Government and in the District of Columbia as I would have 
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of swimming the ocean with an anvil under each arm. That is actu- 
7 the fact. 

o you have any other cases you would like to tell us about where, 
if you had been permitted to use evidence obtained by the tapping of 
wires, you would have been able to have carried out justice? I am 
not asking you to divulge anything that you might want to use ata 
future time, but if you have some cases in which justice was impaired, 
if in fact it was not ruined, by virtue of 605 of the Federal Communica- 
tions Act, I would like to bear them. 

Mr. Gascu. Senator, if I may be permitted to make a suggestion, 
Mr. Smithson may want to answer that question, and may be in a 
position to answer it more precisely than I could. 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Smithson. 

Mr. Smiruson. Senator, the only one which is very close to me, 
because I was the trial assistant for quite a number of days, is the case 
to which Mr. Gasch referred, where 2 police officers, 1 an acting lieu- 
tenant, and the other a detective of the local narcotics squad—not in 
any way connnected with the present men who are on that squad, they 
preceded a number of them—had been charged with conspiracy with 
a man by the name of Jim ‘‘Yellow” Roberts 

Senator Wre.Lker. I have had some experience with Jim “Yellow.” 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes, sir; I believe that you are acquainted with 
that case. 

Senator WELKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiruson. I would recall to the Senator’s recollection that— 
I don’t know whether he appeared before the Neely committee—but 
there was a very, very good agent of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics 
that I worked with in this case in the preparation of the trial, an out- 
standing as far as an investigator is concerned, with unusual ability 
to convey his thoughts and knowledge of the field, a man by the name 
of Howard Chappell. When he was developing the original case 
against Jim ‘Yellow’ Roberts and his wife at that time he had occa- 
sion to be introduced to the suspect at that time by an informer who 
had been in prison with Jim ‘Yellow’ on a previous case. And this 
particular agent and his informer were working under cover for the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics without any information being known 
to anyone else in the city. And there came a time that Jim “Yellow” 
Roberts told the agent—and the agent so testified, and it is a part of 
the public records in the trial of this case—that he would have no 
trouble, he would take care of him, because he had his fix with the 
head of the local narcotics squad. 

There came a time further when Agent Chappell met for the first 
time these two police officers who were under trial—it was in the office 
of the United States commissioner where testimony was taken—and 
they learned for the first time that an agent and undercover man had 
a purchase on James “Yellow.” And James “‘Yellow’’ testified that 
he was immediately notified by phone by that police officer that two, 
a white and colored agent, had purchases on him, and to get out of 
town. 

Now, there is a prime example, because prior to that occasion that 
agent had information that he, Jim Yellow, was dealing with someone 
on the local narcotics squad. If they had been permitted to use a tap 
on those particular wires there would have been the direct corrobora- 
tion necessary to identify that person that made that telephone call 
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from that police lieutenant to Jim Yellow telling him what he had 
just discovered and telling him to get out of town. 

And there were 2 or 3 other instances. 

Senator We.kKer. I think that is a most graphic description, Mr. 
Smithson. And let me inform you gentlemen who are prosecutors 
that I haven’t spent all my time prosecuting, I have been on the other 
side in many cases. I know what it means to have to hold your chair 
when you are hit in the eye with something that is rough. But I 
never felt that the truth would hurt me if I had the right kind of a 
lawsuit. 

And should I retire from the Senate, be defeated, and go back to the 
defense of criminals, I would have no reluctance whatsoever to meet 
wiretapping testimony face to face, because it would be subject to the 
same cross-examination, the same breaking down as the man who 
peeks through the keyhole, as the man who wants to lie. 

And I would say this to you, that I have tried many, many cases, 
and in my opinion I have had only one police officer willfully lie on a 
material point. 

Gentlemen, you must excuse me, I will turn the interrogation back 
to the distinguished chairman. A guest from my home State is 
waiting for me. I will be back very soon. 

Senator DanreLt. Mr. Smithson, before we leave that particular 
case of the informer and officers connected with the local narcotics 
squad, what were those officers’ names? I believe there was a trial. 

Mr. Smiruson. There was a trial. One was Halmer Carper, and 
the other was William Taylor. 

Senator DanreL. What positions did they hold with the narcotics 
squad? 

Mr. Smituson. Well, up to, I believe, it was 1952, Lieutenant 
Carper was an acting lieutenant in charge of the narcotics squad of the 
Metropolitan Police Department. 

Senator Danrex. He was actually in charge of the narcotics squad? 

Mr. Smiruson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danigeu. Acting Lieutenant Carper. And what did the 
other man do? 

Mr. Smiruson. He was the detective sergeant, William Taylor. 
At that time I think he was the second-ranking man on the squad. 

Senator DanreL. What was the result of the case that was filed 
against them? 

Mr. Smituson. I must say, Senator, very reluctantly, that the 
verdict was not guilty. 

Senator Danie. The verdict was not guilty? 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did you have evidence that you were not able to 
use on account of the wiretapping law? 

Senator Daniev. Did you have any recorded conversation? 

Mr. Smiruson. Not specifically on-account of the wiretapping. 

No recorded conversation, because at that time, so far as | know, 
there was being made no recordings of any of these investigations by 
Chappell or any other Federal Bureau of Narcotics agent, they were 
living up to the edict of Congress that there would be no interception, 
and taking into account the decisions such as the Polakoff decision, 
and the Nardone decision, interception meant any transcription of 
what went over those wires between another person because of the 
wording of that statute. 
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Senator Danrev. Your point is that if you had the right laws on 
wiretapping in the District, you would have had sufficient evidence 
to have obtained convictions in these cases. 

Mr. Smiruson. I would like to stress this, that that would have 
supplied that degree of corroboration which that jury, after sitting 
for the weeks that they did, would have found, I believe, in my own 
mind, sufficient to have justified the Government contention, because 
for the main part I think we had two witnesses that I can think of, 
Chappell and another police officer who had been retired from the 
force prior to that, to testify as to certain circumstances. 

But all of the other witnesses, the great parade of witnesses, were 
convicted narcotic peddlers or addicts and you are subject under 
their testimony under our jurisprudence here to certain instructions 
with regard to accomplices that would be given for Jim ‘Yellow’ 
Roberts, because he was a conspirator, not indicted therein; and for 
addicts that their testimony is to be received with caution and 
scrutinized with care. Therefore, the jury is instructed with that 
view in mind that these are people whose ways of life are not those 
of the common citizen, and they are suspect by virtue of what they 
have done, and, therefore, they should view that. 

We felt that the story clearly tied together. We believe that 
Agent Chappell and the other witnesses who were not narcotics 
addicts or peddlers, supplied that necessary degree of creditability 
of upright law-abiding citizens to have justified the jury in bringing 
back the verdict. However, that was their determination, and | 
would have no fault with that since that was their duty. However, 
this evidence that we could have gotten by wiretapping, had Agent 
Chappell been used to that type of equipment, would have permitted 
that direct tie-in to that lieutenant. 

Senator DanieL. What do you mean “direct tie-in’’? 

Mr. Smiruson. That would have identified and corroborated the 
narcotics peddler, Jim Roberts’ story, to Chappell when he didn’t 
know Chappel] was a narcotics agent, that he had a connection, a 
payoff arrangement with the head of the local narcotics squad, and 
that would have been corroborated with the fact of the call from that 
lieutenant to Roberts’ residence, and the admonition to Roberts to 
leave town because these two agents, 1 an agent and 1 an informer, 
1 a white agent and 1 a colored informer, had this purchase on Jim 
Roberts of this drug, and that they were applying for an arrest war- 
rant, and were going to arrest him. 

Senator DanigeL. That was a local call? 

Mr. Smitruson. That was a local call, Senator. 

Senator Danreu. All right, we are still on this same subject, 
Senator Welker. Do you have anything further to ask about the 
Carper-Taylor case? 

Senator We.xksr. I[ think not. I am sure that counsel here has 
covered it. I agree with him wholeheartedly; had 605 not been on 
the statute books there would have been a conviction. 

Senator Danie. Now, Mr. Gasch will you proceed to your next 
recommendation, and let us know when you have completed it—if 
this is all right with you—so that we can have our complete cross- 
eens or questioning about each recommendation as we go 
along. 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 1081 


Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. We recommend that title 33 of the District 
of Columbia Code, section 401, the following section, that is, the’ Uni- 
form Narcotics Act in the District of Columbia, be subject to the 
following amendments: first, a definition of narcotic drugs in con- 
formity with the definition contained in title 26 of the United States 
Code with provision for augmentation by Presidential proclamation. 
That is to say, in the Federal statute there is provision for augmenta- 
tion by Presidential proclamation, and we think that is desirable, we 
think the definitions in the Federal statute as to what constitutes 
narcotics should be carried over into the local act. 

Senator Danrex. Just so we will know what you mean by that, 
under the Federal narcotics law the President by proclamation can 
add various synthetic narcotic drugs to the list of outlawed drugs? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dante. Under your local District. law, there is no provi- 
sion for that, is that right? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danret. And what you are recommending is that the 
local law be the same as the Federal law, so that these new synthetic 
drugs, as they are discovered, invented, or manufactured, can be 
added to your local law and be controlled? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. I would say that it relates both 
to synthetics and narcotics, additional narcotics, that may deem it 
desirable to be included in the definition of narcotic drugs in the act. 

Senator Danret. Senator Welker, any questions on that recom- 
mendation? 

Senator WELKER. I merely want to interrogate with respect to this. 
I have never been much of a believer in legislation, by Executive 
directive or proclamation. We meet here every year. I am just 
wondering why this couldn’t come through the regular, orderly proc- 
ess of law, rather than to have an Executive—and certainly it is my 
opinion that no Executive I have ever known would use this power 
but why the hurry on this matter? If a new synthetic comes out, 
certainly it would be only a matter of 5 or 6 months, at the most, 
before Congress would meet and could pass the appropriate legislation 
on this matter. 

Mr. Gascu. It could be done either way, sir. We felt that a degree 
of expedition might be achieved by reverting to the same method used 
in the Federal act. 

Senator WELKER. Well, regardless of what happened in the Federal 
act, I was a little wary about what might happen as a result of that. 
Certain people might say, “all right, let’s have the President say 
that such and such is a crime if he sees fit,’”’ that doesn’t give him any 
notice thereof; it is more or less of a pretty solid and strong bit of 
power in the hands of the Executive, regardless of political parties 
and the representatives of the people, that is, the Congress of the 
United States, haven’t passed upon it. That is my only observation 
with respect to that. 

Mr. Gascu. I can see, Senator, how there would be a basis—there 
is a basis for your own views on that—I think that here there is very 
little debate about what would constitute synthetics or narcotics. It 
is largely a question of improvement in the technology of putting 
them on the market or making them available. Probably the same 
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evidence—the evidence would come from the same source, the Federal 
narcotics people, and they would recommend it to the Congress or 
to the President. 

Senator Wexxker. In other words, Mr. Gasch—I am sure the 
chairman agrees with me—we don’t want to recommend anything 
here in our committee that will tend to hurt rather than help, tend 
to weaken rather than to strengthen our position with respect to strict 
enforcement of the Narcotics Act. 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weiker. And, of course, you immediately see those who 
desire to take advantage of this, people who have a chance to pass 
upon this as to whether or not it is a crime, synthetic or narcotic 
drugs, that is my observation—I believe you could do it, Counselor, 
nearly as expeditously by legislative act. 

Mr. Gascu. I see that my associate here would like to speak a 
word on that, and I would ask you to hear him on that point. 

Senator We.ker. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Smrruson. I would like to invite the Senater’s attention to the 
part of Public Law 320 of the 79th Congress. It was approved on 
March 8, 1946. There was an amendment to the definition to be 
used in the Harrison Narcotics Act, and it defines the word “‘opiate.’’ 
And further on in that particular section it prescribes the method by 
which the list of such drugs may be augmented from time to time, 
Senator. And it says that it shall be done by the Secretary of the 
Treasury after due notice and opportunity for public hearing, if he 
finds that there has or should be a drug added to this list, which has 
an addiction-forming or addiction-sustaining liability, similar to mor- 
phine and codeine, and proclaimed by the President to have been so 
found by the Secretary. 

The only reason I bring that out, Senator, is because it does provide 
for that public hearing, and I thought I understood you to have 
commented that there would be no provision under the present 
statute. 

Senator WeLker. That is section 32; is it? 

Mr. Smituson. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. I am mindful of that, but I am quite a believer 
in the separation of powers of the Government and I believe that 
the executive, legislative, and judiciary have their own great powers. 
And as I say, I would hate to open the gate for this matter. But you 
know good and well when the matter goes to the jury you are going to 
have defense counsel up there screaming to high heaven that it wasn’t 
a narcotic drug, that no legislator declares it to be such, someone 
using extraordinary administrative powers has so declared. 

Mr. Smiruson. I agree with you, sir. 

Senator Wetker. In other words, you as a prosecutor know how 
they drag in hogwash to defend any sort of case. Last week, Senator 
Daniel and I had to sit here and listen to a man who had formerly 
been prosecuted whom they brought in under the Harrison Narcotics 
Act, you know just hogwash, that is all it was, to befuddle the jury, 
when it was apparent to all of us that there would have been an abso- 
lute violation of the Narcotics Control Act here in the District of 
Columbia—something that isn’t a law, never was the law, but of 
course in the defense of the crime you try everybody else. 

Mr. Smiruson. The Senator is correct. 
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Senator WELKER. So, that was my observation, to try to keep away 
from one other avenue of dragging in something. 

As a matter of fact, take the case you just referred to. Do you 
happen to know whether there was an objection? 

Mr. Smiruson. I believe that I did discuss that point with the 
assistant, that is Alfred Burka, whom I believed tried the case that the 
Senator has reference to and I believe that he did strenuously object 
to it, it is my recollection. 

Senator WELKER. And the court permitted that testimony to show 
the lack of intention? 

Mr. Smiruson. Apparently, that is the only basis for its admissi- 
bility. 

Senator WELKER. I always felt where I came from that there was 
an abstract from the lawbooks that ignorance of law was no excuse. 

Mr. Smiruson. That is correct, Senator. I believe it was also 
argued that there was justification for admission of it, since there 
were both acts of Congress, and maintaining that because one was 
inconsistent with the other they should be allowed to point out that 
inconsistency to show a lack of criminal intent on the part of the 
defendant. 

Senator WELKER. To which I should say, “Nuts.” I have seen 
that tried in the State courts, I have seen it tried in the Federal 
courts. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Dante. I will agree with Senator Welker that Congress 
should amend the Uniform Narcotics Act to specify every addicting 
drug that is outlawed in the District. As to what we should do in 
the future, I would certainly want to study that thoroughly. As to 
what we do right now, we ought to amend this act to bring in all 
the synthetic drugs which are addicting drugs. Some of them are 
just as bad as any of the opium derivatives. Some of them are 
nearly as addicting as heroin. And as I understand it, none of those 
synthetic drugs are included in the Uniform Narcotics law and, there- 
fore, outlawed in the District; is that correct? 

Mr. Gascu. That is right, sir. 

Senator Danteu. As I understand it, some of the synthetic drugs 
are as old as 10 years, and have been outlawed in the Federal law 
for as long as 10 years, but you have no synthetic drugs today covered 
by the Uniform Narcotics Act in the District; is that right? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. That is why we feel that the 
definition in the local act should be the same as the definition in the 
Federal Act. I don’t think there is any debate on that point. It is 
just on the question of whether you can, from time to time, augment 
the list of drugs by Presidential proclamation. Of course, that is up 
to you gentlemen to determine. That goes to your discretion. 

Senator Danie. Well, at least I think we are in 100 percent 
agreement with you to this extent, that we ought to bring these 
synthetic drugs into the Narcotic Act and make them unlawful in 
the District. Most of the States have done that, I believe, and there 
again we find that the local law is behind the State laws in that field. 

Mr. Gascu. I noticed in the Uniform Act of New Jersey—Mr. 
Gasque was good enough to give me a copy of it—that they have 
added synthetics. 
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Senator Danret. My information is that most of the States have 
done so. 

Mr. Gascu. Yes. 

Senator Dante. All right, sir. 

Mr. Gascu. Now, we feel that it would also be helpful if arrests 
under the Uniform Act could be authorized on probable cause, as in 
the case of felony. 

You see, under our local act, some of the violations are classified 
as misdemeanors, and therefore must be in the presence of the officers, 
to constitute a valid arrest. We would like to see that changed. 
We think it would be helpful. 

Senator Daniev. Any question on that? 

Senator WeLxer. No; there is no question about that, Mr. Gasch. 
It is absolutely fundamental and sound and something I am sure the 
committee will think about. 

Senator Danie. The only comment I have is surprise at how the 
officers in the District of Columbia do as good a job as they do while 
working under all of the handicaps such as not being able to arrest 
persons for probable cause in narcotics cases, It goes to show what 
a fine police force we have here. 

Mr. Gascu. It definitely is; I want to agree with your observation 
that we have a fine police department here. I have worked closely 
with these men for approximately 18 years now and I know many of 
them personally and I know the fine job that they do, and that is 
particularly true of the work that is done in the narcotics field under 
Captain Thoman and Captain Layton. 

Senator Weixer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question on the 
problem of probable cause? 

Senator Danig.. Yes. 

Senator Wre.kerR. Now, I shall assume, Mr. Gasch, that you have 
seen or you have had a witness or you know from confidential informa- 
tion such as dope users, and so on, you have positive information that 
a person was going, say, to the ball park or the racetrack with, say, 
30 grams of heroin on his person, you have seen him put something in 
his pocket which looks like, to you, it might be heroin. 

Now, could you or could you not arrest that man there on that 
racetrack? 

Mr. Gascu. Well, 30 grams of heroin—that would probably not 
be in the misdemeanor class. 

Senator WeLker. Well, I have set it too high. I want to get it 
into the misdemeanor class. What would be in the misdemeanor 
class, Mr. Gasch? 

Mr. Gascu. How about that, Mr. Smithson? 

Mr. Smiruson. Well, Senator, if we had information that he had 
30 grains 

Senator Weixker. Well, let us strike the 30, let us get it down. 
I just want the example in the record, as to how you are handcuffed 
because of the misdemeanor class. The way I propounded my 
question may be rather cumbersome. 

Mr. Smiruson. To begin with, Senator, we have not been using 
the Uniform Narcotics Act in the District of Columbia for any heroin 
violation. 

Senator WeLker. Well, let us make it morphine. 
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Mr. Smiruson. Or any of those drugs. We still prefer to use the 
Harrison Narcotic Act, as a felony; we work under the felony pro- 
visions almost entirely. 

Senator WeLkerR. I see. Now, why have you not used the Uniform 
Narcotic Act? 

Mr. Smituson. Well, for one thing, Senator, it is a misdemeanor in 
our statute. 

Senator Wetxer. All right. I think that covers it. 

Mr. Gascu. The next provisions is what Senator Welker has rather 
aptly termed hogwash, in a sense, which was utilized in the Frieden- 
berg case, and we feel that to facilitate any prosecutions that we may 
make under that provision, 411 (e) of title 33 of the Uniform Act, 
that the last sentence of that provision should be stricken so that 
there would not be the opportunity of driving hogwash into the minds 
and consciences of the jury. 

Now, I know and you know that they sometimes buy defenses that 
are not very good, and that is probably what happened in this case. 

I read over the weekend the testimony of Dr. Friedenberg and the 
cross-examination by the committee, and it was a very shocking thing, 
and as soon as Mr. Rover gets back to town I am going to make a 
recommendation that that be reevaluated in view of the testimony 
and everything else that we know about the case. 

Senator Weitker. Well, Mr. Gasch, I might observe that it would 
be unusual for a good committee to advise what to do. We are not 
here as prosecuting officers. 

But when that case came to our attention, it was more or less of a 
surprise, and I think that the chairman will agree with me—when we 
had the testimony, naturally it was of such shocking import that a 
full and thorough, or at least we thought it was a full and thorough 
cross-examination resulted. 

Now, I make this observation, that this state of facts arose in my 
jurisdiction and it may arise anyplace, including the District of 
Columbia, a doctor had been put off on his defense for the sale of 
narcotics drugs—and I assure you, as the man behind the eight ball 
in the defense, I would hate to sit there and defend him—don’t you 
agree with me, after reading that record? 

Mr. Gascu. Well, Senator, I have some reservations about whether 
or not that type of case could be made without access to some medical 
testimony. 

For the Senator’s information, I have discussed the Friedenberg 
case with the medical society, the executive secretary, and I have 
been invited to further discussion on the matter with them this 
Friday night. 

I can assure the Senator that every means which is legitimately 
proper to us will be employed to go into this matter and see to it that 
such a situation can in the future be obviated. We will certainly 
undertake it. 

Anything that we can do we will do and are going to do because 
the type of conduct disclosed by this record is something that the 
citizens of the District should not be subjected to. 

Senator We.ker. During the interrogation I asked the doctor to 
give me one reason why witness A would testify falsely against him 
and he conferred with counsel—and that he had been forced to 
testify falsely against the man in the medical profession is prepos- 
terous, it appears to me, counsel or—and that was his defense. 
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Now, like Senator Daniel, I have all confidence in the world in the 
prosecuting officers and in the force in the District; and-I also hope 
that nothing I have said here will in anywise prejudice any rights 
that the doctor might have if witness \ has testified falsely against 
that man. And I would be the first to lend my assistance to correcting 
that and keeping him in the penitentiary for a long time, because 
that is something that every lawyer desires, whether he is a prose- 
cuting or defense attorney. That is all. 

Senator Danre.. Now, Mr. Gasch, what agency has the power over 
the licensing provisions here in the District? 

Mr. Gascu. Senator Daniel, the Commissioner of Licensure. That 
is a statutory commission. 

It is composed of five people. Ex officio, the President of the Board 
of Commissioners; the United States Commissioner on Education; the 
Superintendent of Schools; the Health Officer; and the United States 
District Attorney—a five-man Commission. 

Senator Danrev. And are there provisions in the District for revok- 
ing licenses? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. For certain cause? 

J Mr. Gascu. Yes. There are two methods whereby that can be 
one. 

On conviction of a doctor for felony, the United States district court 
may revoke or suspend his license. 

For misconduct of a physician, the Commission on Licensure may 
recommend to the district court by civil complaint that the district 
court revoke the license or suspend the license of the physician 
involved. 

Now, anticipating that this committee might be interested in this 
situation, I took this up with the Health Officer of the District and he 
referred me to someone in the District Building who advised me that 
now the Commission on Licensure is under the District Commissioner 
by virtue of the Reorganization Act of the District of Columbia in 
1952 or 1953, so that some care would have to be taken if this com- 
mittee, for instance, wished to put additional power in the hands of 
the Commission on Licensure by virtue of which that Commission 
might revoke or suspend, after hearing and notice, of course, the license 
of a physician. 

Now, if the committee has such views, there is one thing I would like 
to recommend. Those five people are very busy people. They have 
many other duties to perform themselves in their supervisory duties. 

I would like to see a provision in the law for a hearing examiner, 
because the testimony would have to be taken by someone who could 
afford to sit down and go into those evidentiary matters. 

Then, the law might well provide after the factual testimony had 
been taken and copies distributed to the five members of the Com- 
mission, that final argument be made before the members of the 
Commission themselves. 

If such provision were made, then T can well see how an authority 
might well be vested in the Commission on Licensure to take action 
to revoke or suspend a physician’s license. 

Senator Danrex. Will you recommend such an amendment to the 
law? 
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Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir, I would do that. I have talked with Mr. 
Rover before he left and Mr. Rover felt that such authority should 
be centered in the Commission. 

But then we discussed further the proposition of whether the 
Commission had the physical time and energy at stated sessions of 
the Commission and after some mature dulllessiian he said, ‘“That 
is the trouble. You know, it would take me out of the courthouse 
for 3 days to hear the case, it would take some person away from the 
District Building, and away from the Health Department and away 
from the schools, and away from the United States Office of Edu- 
cation—and that is too much to expect, it would be impractical.”’ 

Now, it occurred to me over the weekend, if we could set up an 
examining procedure before that Board with provision for a court 
reporter to take that testimony, we would be able to put that authority 
in the Board, where it properly belongs, and still get a result that would 
be practical. 

Senator Danie. Would you care to reduce this recommendation to 
writing by way of a suggested amendment? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Along that line, so that the committee might 
consider it further? 

Mr. Gascu. Certainly: 

Senator Daniex. Senator Welker. 

Senator WELKER. Mr. Gasch, this is no deviation, it is common 
practice, is it not, with respect to a board? We have referees. 

Mr. Gascu. Right. 

Senator Weiker. And all commissions have, we have referees in 
bankruptcy and so forth. There is not any new innovation in the 
suggestion that you make. 

Mr. Gascu. None whatever, sir, and I do think that it would be a 
most helpful thing. 

We just last week filed a complaint in the district court under the 
present procedure at the request of the Commission on Licensure in 
an abortion case. The unfortunate victim of the abortion died and 
there was a question about whether it should be proceeded against 
criminally, but we are proceeding to take that matter up with the 
district court and, of course, that might be subject—well, that matter 
would be subject to calendar delays; whereas, if the Commission could 
act through the hearing examiner, it might make it quicker, we might 
get much more speedy action. 

Senator WeLKeErR. | might say this, Mr. Gasch, that you have 
brought up something that I, as one member of the committee, have 
never thought of, and I think it is a very helpful suggestion. 

Mr. Gascu. Thank you. 

Now, we have got another act, the Pharmacy Act, which is title LI, 
section 601 and following, and we feel that there should be some 
amendments to that. We feel that barbiturates should be included 
and the illegal possession of barbiturates regarded as a misdemeanor. 

You took some testimony on that and I quite agree with the 
observations made by certain law enforcement officers, that there is 
a strong present tendency on the part of some people, users of low- 
grade alcohol, to supplement that addiction with barbiturates, and the 
result is a particularly unfortunate one as far as the individual it 
concerned and as far as his propensities for crime, and we feel that 
should be undertaken. 
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Senator Dantev. Are barbiturates covered by local laws? 

Mr. Gascu. They are not, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Well, again, I might say from the evidence ad- 
duced by this committee, that most of the States have written laws 
controlling barbiturates. That is right; is it not? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. And there again the local laws are behind the 
laws in most of the States. 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct. 

Senator Danie. Before we get too far away from the Friedenberg 
case, I have one other question. Do you know if Dr. Friedenberg’s 
narcotic license has been surrendered? 

Mr. Suituson. The only information I have [ gleened from reading 
the transcript of the hearing, and I believe Dr. Friedenberg said he 
still had his stamp and purchase order form. 

Senator WeLker. For the purchase of morphine? 

Mr. Gascn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Do you know if it can be taken away from him if 
his license to practice is revoked? 

Mr. Gascu. Well, I believe, sir, that certain doctors have volun- 
tarily surrendered their narcotics stamps when it was shown to them 
that evidence was brought to our attention that they were improperly 
using them, and that is the basis on which we could start the proceed- 
ings to take it away from him. 

T am not informed on that case. I would have to look and give 
you a memorandum. 

Senator DanigL. Yes; give us a memorandum on it. 

Senator WeL_ker. Do you have any information if they can still 
continue to practice, do you have any idea as to whether or not they 
can? 

Mr. Witson. The licenses are taken away from them, Senator, 
but they still continue to practice medicine. 

Senator WeLker. Well, I would not have any objection to their 
treating something like a broken ankle, but when it came to making 
addicts out of people, that is a horse of a different color. I am glad to 
get that observation. 

Now, what sort of evidence do you have to have to take up the 
stamp of a doctor? 

Mr. Witson. Most of them are surrendered voluntarily. It is 
after due consultation with narcotic agencies and the policy of the 
legal section of the Bureau of Narcotics, and they recommend that the 
doctor surrender his license for a period of time. 

Senator Danie. Our investigator has an observation. 

Mr. Speer. Unless the doctor’s license to practice medicine is 
revoked, he retains his stamp unless he surrenders it voluntarily. 

Senator WELKER. Oh,Isee. Well, I wonder if the Board of Control 
over the medical profession here in the District of Columbia would 
go into their Friedenberg case, and I think with the committee’s per- 
mission, I would like to suggest to their executive secretary that he 
read that transcript. 

Senator Danrev. I think that should be, expecially the cross-ex- 
amination of Senator Welker. 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir; that was outstanding. 
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Senator Danrex. And it was in detail and it revealed some startling 
evidence. 

Mr. Gascu. Glad to do it. 

Senator WetKer. Mr. Chairman, I don’t believe I did any more 
than you did. 

Senator Danrev. You did, on that day. 

Mr. Gascu. Now, the second recommendation we have on the 
Pharmacy Act, sir, is that provision should be made that anyone 
possessing barbiturates should be presumed to have acquired them 
illegally unless they can affirmatively show that they acquired them 
by lawful prescription or order. 

We now have the spectacle of people peddling barbiturates on the 
streets. One of those gentlemen was invited to appear before the 
committee and I don’t believe he had much to say. 

Senator Wetker. Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation? 

Senator Danret. Surely. 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Gasch, I believe that I helped that man out 
because of the fact that this committee never wants to be accused of 
taking advantage of any constitutional rights that we may have and 
it appeared to me that here was a man who probably needed counsel 
to protect his rights, and with the consent of the distinguished chair- 
man, I believe it can be said that I consented that day because I 
would much rather see a man go out of this committee room realizing 
that he had been protected in his constitutional rights by the com- 
mittee than to have it said that we were smearing and taking advantage 
of a poor, unfortunate derelict who had no counsel and yet had ex- 
pressed a desire not to say anything about a case now pending. I 
am sure that you agree with me on that. 

Mr. Gascu. I sure do, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Thank you. 

Senator Danret. Is that the case in which he had gotten prescrip- 
tions for barbiturates from different doctors and was selling them on 
the street? 

Mr. Gascu. Senator, I only know of this particular case by hear- 
say. But he was peddling these barbiturates on the street and had 
to be prosecuted as an unlicensed pharmacist, which seemed to me 
rather an absurd situation. 

Senator Wetker. And he had an innovation, he peddled these 
things on the street combined with wine, that is what I have heard—— 

Mr. Gascu. And they say that the combination is particularly 
deadly. 

Senator WELKER. I believe they call it 

Mr. Gascu. Wine mickey. 

Senator WeLKErR. Something like that. 

Mr. Gascu. We feel that arrests made under this law should be 
made under probable cause and that was our recommendation on the 
Uniform Act. 

Now, then, we feel that there should be provision for the disposal 
of drugs coming into the possession of the police or other law enforce- 
ment officials, as indicated in further detail in Mr. Rover’s statement. 
sede Dantet. Senator Welker, do you have any question on 
that? 

Senator WELKER. Well, I think that is one of the best recommenda- 
tions that can be made, because I sat in the committee day after day 
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and month after month and we saw the shocking examples of people 
who were alleged to have disposed of narcotics but we never had any 
evidence of the fact that they did actually dispose of the narcotics, 
and it is very important because certainly, as you know, that opens 
the way, it opens the gate to men who are weak men, men who are 
not good law-enforcement officers. 

It is in my mind, and I am sure that the chairman may agree with 
me, that there must be some mandatory, vigorous requirement or 
rule to specify how and when it is to be disposed of and there cannot 
be any question about it, there cannot be any question about that, 
and I commend you for bringing that to our attention. 

Senator Danie. Did you rad evidence that some of these enforce- 
ment officers had disposed of the narcotics seized, in an unlawful way? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct, sir. My information is that some of the 
narcotics seized found their way back into the illicit trade. Of course, 
that is a most reprehensible situation and every step should be taken, 
subsequent to seizure. 

Senator Danie. Was that not involved in those cases, the Taylor 
and the Carper cases? 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes; it did involve the activities of Lieutenant 
Carper with an addict who was in employment or associated with 
James Roberts and his particular syndicate at that time, and this 
addict was picked up by a police officer, and he was also supposed to 
be a witness for us at that particular time, and they found him with 
2 or 3 ounces of that particular narcotic on him. 

Senator WELKER. That was heroin; wasn’t it? 

Mr. SmitrHson. Yes; it was heroin, and the addict and Roberts both 
testified that they received the narcotic back from the lieutenant. 

Senator Danie. Lieutenant Carper? 

Mr. Smiruson. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeL_krer. Whatever happened to Lieutenant Carper? 
Where is he now? Is he still riding that Cadillac? 

Mr. Smiruson. I don’t know whether he is or not, Senator. 

Senator Danrex. All right, proceed, Mr. Gase 

Mr. Gascu. In looking over the testimony, sir, that you gentlemen 
took in New York, particularly, I thought I should make some men- 
tion of the bonding situation. ' 

We have not had any cases here of bond jumping. Generally such 
bonds have been fairly high. But I noticed up there that some con- 
sideration was given to the expediting of the trial, recommendation 
was made that the trials be expedited so that it would not be a long 
period of time within which this peddler would be back on the street 
making a little additional money. 

I think that is a very good suggestion if it can be done. 

Now, we had a case here that might be of some interest to the 
committee. It involved a bondsman by the name of Niport. He 
wrote for a company, he did not write the bonds personally the way 
most of our bondsmen do in this jurisdiction. 

Certain irregularities attributed to him and his operations were 
brought to our attention by one of the District judges and we filed 
a petition against Niport in the District court, requiring him to show 
cause why his authorization should not be revoked. 


After hearing, his authorization to write bonds in the District court 
was revoked. 
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Now, it might be of interest to the committee to know that most 
bondsmen will not take out narcotic peddlers. Therefore, this man 
specialized in taking out narcotic peddlers and we found that his 
operations were of such a character that we were able to show to the 
satisfaction of the District court that his authorization to write bonds 
should be revoked and he is out of it at the present time, and the 
matter of the company that financed him had been brought to the 
attention of the Superintendent of Insurance, and my latest informa- 
tion is that he is doing—that he is taking appropriate action as far as 
they are concerned. 

So, we have gone into the bonding matter here, and I feel that get- 
ting this particular bondsman out of our local picture has been a good 
step forward. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, may I again reiterate something 
I got out of our cross-examination when we “held hearings in Phila- 
delphia, and there we found a shocking situation, wherein a bondsman 
taught a dope peddler how to sell dope and the dope peddler taught 
the bail bondsman how to sell bail bonds—so, that goes without saying, 
it was very shocking. 

Senator DANIEL. “Maybe some of your people may know of cases 
where peddlers were out on bond and then engaged in their illicit nar- 
cotic traffic while they were out on bond. 

Mr. Gascu. I would ask Mr. Smithson to comment on that, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Particularly with reference to Blue Miller; are you 
acquainted with that case? 

Mr. Smrruson. I am only slightly acquainted with the case of Blue 
Miller. I know he was on bond and was involved in a subsequent 
violation of the narcotics statute. 

Now, we had that happen on several persons, not a great number, 
but several of the persons who have been able to scrape up funds for 
the bondsmen, who have gone back to their trade for one reason or 
another—say, to obtain the necessary money for their trial, or what- 
ever reason they do have. We have had several, but I would not say 
a great number. 

Senator WELKER. It hits my memory that, about 4 or 4% years ago, 
that we had something about the activities in that connection of 
Jim Yellow—that is my memory, though perhaps it is wrong. 

Mr. Smitruson. I have no independent recollection that we had any 
activities on the part of Jim Yellow, but we did have the indications 
that several of the people that would be associated with him would 
probably be booked for some minor violation which would be dis- 
charged and they would be on bond pending discharge and would go 
right back to their activity. 

Senator WeLker. Well, I will check the record of this committee. 
That was my memory—of course, as I say, it was over 4 vears ago. 
It is my recollection that he had a little trouble getting a bond. Now, 
I may be completely wrong. However, that is my memory, and when 
he got out on bond he started again peddling. 

Mr. Smiruson. The Senator is correct, he had some trouble getting 
out on bond and there were some indications that he had gone back 
into it—he had no other form of income—but as far as I know they 
developed no case on it, that is what I meant by it—I had no definite 
information. 


1515—56—pt. 419 
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Senator We.xker. Perhaps that is the reason my memory failed— 
I knew it was something close to it. 

Senator Daniex. But Senator Welker will remember that in 
Philadelphia we had evidence that some peddlers out on bond were 
selling dope and raising enough to money pay the lawyer. 

Mr. Gascu. One thing I do want to comment on is that in this 
jurisdiction sentences have been, I would say, realistically high. 

Our cases, that is of conviction, the Police Department statistics 
indicate that the average sentence for narcotic violation runs around 
5 years and I think that is recognition of the seriousness of the type 
of offense that you have, and it goes a long way toward good law 
enforcement, to have the courts recognize the seriousness of this 
crime. 

Senator Weiker. If I may digress, perhaps, Mr. Chairman, for a 
moment, to say a word of commendation again to Chief Murray of 
our Police Department here, and he has told us in his testimony to 
the effect of how he was going to try to stamp out the narcotics 
racket in the District of Columbia—and as I have often said, I cannot 
pay high enough tribute to that great officer, the Chief of Police. 

Mr. Gascu. He is one of the finest men I have ever known in my 
life. It is a real pleasure to work with Chief Murray. 

Senator WeLker. And I will agree with you wholeheartedly, and 
I hope that what we do here will have a salutary effect on those 


engaged in peddling or using narcotics because there isn’t any question 
in my mind but that some of these people are getting pretty smart 
and thinking that they have a way out, and I hope that we may 
close these loopholes through and as the result of the wonderful 
testimony we have had here from you officers, you prosecuting 


officers, very fine and eminent enforcement officers of the District 
with respect to narcotics, and everyone who appeared before us. 

Senator Danreu. I certainly want to join your commendation of 
Chief Murray and the other law-enforcement officers who appeared 
before this committee. Now, Mr. Gasch, do you have any further 
recommendations? 

Mr. Gascn. Senator, that just about concludes the statement of 
our position. 

I might say this, that Mrs. Frank has been in charge of our work 
under the addict law and over the past 10 months she has been re- 
sponsible for presentation of these petitions to the District court and 
it might be of assistance to the committee in considering what amend- 
wns should be considered with reference to that law, to hear from 

er. 

I would like to say at the outset that over the weekend I con- 
sidered further the matter and came to the conclusion that it might be 
helpful to the committee to consider the basic philosophy of the 
District Communicable Disease Act. 

Now, there is an act in which physicians or anyone knowing of 
the presence of one having a communicable disease is required to advise 
the health officer about that forthwith and the health officer is given 
authority on probable cause to pick up people who do not accept 
treatment, and that includes tubercular people and people suffering 
from venereal diseases. 

Now, that has worked out pretty well, and I think if that act is 
examined by the committee in connection with the addiction law, 
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you will see that some of the difficulties that we have been confronted 
with in attempting to carry out the purposes and intent of the addict 
law might be obviated if we had a more direct method of bringing 
these people in so that they will have to take the treatment that we 
all agree they should have. 

And now Mrs. Frank can tell you about the difficulties she has had 
in getting the evidence together which is required by this addict law 
and presenting the petition to the District court and sending people 
down to Lexington for treatment, and I believe that when you hear 
about these difficulties you will feel that something should be done 
about streamlining that procedure. 

Senator Danret. Thank you very much. 

Senator Welker? 

Senator WeLkeR. May I introduce a document in the record 
showing the average narcotic sentence in the jurisdictions of the 
various States and the District in 1948-54, including the States of 
Colorado and Delaware and the District of Columbia. 

That was supplied by the Bureau of Narcotics from information 
furnished by the Administrative Section of the United States Supreme 
Court. 

Senator Dante. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator WELKER. We will mark them, Mr. Chairman, as an 
exhibit in 19 pages, covering the entire average narcotic sentences. 

Senator Danrgt. I will state for the record that this is the first time 
that these average narcotic sentences by the districts for the entire 
Nation have been placed in this record or any other, as far as the 
chairman knows. 

The document, entitled “Average Narcotic Sentences, by Judicial 
Districts, 1947-54,” follows: 
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Senator Wrixer. Now, Mr. Chairman, prepared by the same 
Administrative Section of the United States Supreme Court, my 
next exhibit will be a table which includes the average marihuana 
sentences by judicial districts for the years 1947 to 1954, and I ask that 
be admitted. 

Senator Danie... It will beso ordered. 

(The document deferred to follows:) 
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Senator Danrsgv. All right, Mrs. Frank, if you will identify yourself 
for the record. You have already been sworn. Give us your name 
and official position. 


TESTIMONY OF KITTY BLAIR FRANK, ASSISTANT UNITED STATES 
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





Mrs. Frank. My name is Kitty Blair Frank and I am Assistant 
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

Senator Danie. How long have you served in that capacity? 

Mrs. Frank. I have been in the United States Attorney’s Office 
about 3 years. 

Senator Daniet. All right, you may proceed. 

Senator WELKER. Before you commence, Mrs. Frank, I want to 
say this to you, that I must leave now to make my appearance on the 
floor, and I want to say to you that I have known of your splendid 
work since I have been in the Senate and I am highly sorry that I 
am going to have to leave without having heard your valuable testi- 
mony here, and my leaving is in no way derogatory to you. 

Senator Dantex. All right, you may proceed, Mrs. Frank. 

Mrs. Frank. Thank you. I have given counsel a statement for 
whatever use you want tomake. It might be easier to follow it or—— 

Senator Dante. Well, you can either follow the statement or 
make the statement part of the record and summarize it. 

Mrs. Frank. That would be fine. 

Senator Danret. We will make that statement part of the record, 
in full, and then you may proceed with whatever comments you 
desire. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY’S OFFICE ON Pusuic Law 76, 
83p CONGRESS 


The Office of the United States Attorney affirms and approves the purpose of 
this enactment because it grants the only power to adequately help and assist a 
person who has become addicted to the use of narcotic drugs and, additionally, 
to control an addicted person so that he is no longer allowed to remain at large as 
a menace to the general public. 

Assuming an addict wants to be cured and rehabilitated, in the absence of this 
statute he had only these possibilities: (1) he can attempt a self-cure; (2) he can 
request an admission to the District of Columbia General Hospital for help in 
temporarily withdrawing from the use of drugs or cutting down on the size of his 
narcotic habit (this hospital is not equipped to handle long-term or chronic 
patients); (3) he can submit himself to treatment in a private institution, not only 
scarce but bevond financial capabilities in most instances. This statute, then, 
affords an addict the only opportunity to effect a practical cure and rehabilitation 
by voluntarily submitting himself to a controlled commitment in a hospital 
equipped to handle the long-term medical and psychiatric problems involved. 

Assuming the addict has become a menace to the public, has not yet been 
criminally charged, and does not want to cure his addiction. Jn the absence of 
this statute he simply remains at large as a threat to society and himself. This 
statute, then, affords the Government its only method of removing him from 
society in committing him to a designated institution to effect a cure and rehabili- 
tation. 

It immediately appears that this statute serves a very useful purpose in the 
field of narcotic control that does not exist under any other authority. 

We have been operating under this statute with what we consider substantial 
suecess. As pointed out before, the commitments could be both of a ‘“‘voluntary”’ 
and ‘“‘involuntary”’ nature. Assuming an addict wants to help himself the statute 
has worked well to effect such a commitment. Once he submits himself to the 
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jurisdiction of the court he can be easily committed with slight complications. 
The attacks later made on these commitments, though frequent, are 
particularly pertinent to statutory consideration. 

However, assuming the addict does not look forward to a controlled commit- 
ment for a period of perhaps many months, the statute does present some prob- 
lems in effecting the commitment. Here it is important to understand that many 
addicts will not freely volunteer to be committed but when they are brought before 
the court and are assigned counsel, feel that they are properly advised and repre- 
sented, are explained the civil purposes of the statute and given a better under- 
standing of the nature of their commitment, they will ultimately decide that they 
will best help themselves by volunteering to go to a hospital as quickly as possible 
rather than putting themselves and the Government through the rigors of 
preliminary examination, trial, and eventual commitment. This seems to accent 
the importance of having statutory power to bring these addicts before the court 
as quickly and as expeditiously as possible. We would then be in a position to 
accomplish many more commitments. So, we turn first to a discussion of the 
section of the statute dealing with the method of obtaining jurisdiction over 
an addict. 


not 


Re section 3 


To institute proceedings against an addict at large, the Government must peti- 
tion the court for the physical examination of a drug user and obtain an order 
directing him, designated as the respondent, to appear before the court. To sus- 
tain the request for examination made in the petition, the Government must 
make a factual showing of his suspected use of narcotic drugs. For without a 
sufficient showing the petition can be and has been dismissed. This fact-gather- 
ing can seemingly only be done by members of the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment, Narcotics Squad. This is true because there are few Government agents 
available in the District of Columbia who have sufficient knowledge to detect 
and evaluate a narcotie addict, his rehabilitation possibilities or his threat to the 
community. This fact-gathering seems to require an interview with the addict 
to obtain admissions as to his addiction, a cursory examination of his person for 
needle marks, and ‘a knowledge of his habits as to associates, activities, and the 
areas he frequents. These facts must then be relayed to the United States at- 
torney for his preparation of the petition to the court. 

Unfortunately, when an addict is interviewed, examined, and finds himself under 
police observation, he is immediately put ‘‘on notice’? that some action against 
him is contemplated and because of his very nature he seeks to hide. Even in the 
absence of purposeful evasion, though the police department once had him under 
control, that control is lost during the time needed to prepare the petition and 
obtain the necessary court order, because addicts, again, by their very nature, 
are drifters. 

Consequently, if the Government’s petition is honored by the court and the 
addict is directed to appear, in a great percentage of the cases he cannot be fur- 
ther located. 

Next, even if the addict is found and served with the court’s order, he often 
merely does not appear as directed. This necessitates procuring an order for 
contempt so that he may be arrested and brought before the court. Still, the 
problem of locating the addict must be faced. In other words, under the statute 
as it now exists the Metropolitan Police officers who had accumulated the same 
information under which the Government proceeds on petition, had the addict 
within arms’ reach and yet had no power to restrain him. 

A possible suggestion to more effectively bring an addict before the court 
may be suggested by the somewhat analogous statutes pertaining to mental 
health commitments (apprehension and detention by police without a warrant, 
of insane persons found in public places) pursuant to District of Columbia Code, 
title 21, section 326, or alternatively granting authority to arrest under title 21, 
District of Columbia Code, section 327. Because the law is essentially civil in 
nature, and the idea of warrant may be considered repugnant, it is suggested that 
possibly after a prima facie showing of drug use is made to the court, the statute 
authorize that an attachment issue. That would at least circumvent a part of 
the present problem of pursuing the addict. 


Re section 4 

All of the heretofore described difficulties in getting the addict before the court 
at least suggests that section 4 of the statute pertaining to service of the court’s 
order has been somewhat impractically made the duty of the United States 
marshal. Though the Marshal’s Office has made every effort to cooperate with 
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the United States Attorney’s Office and has used the assistance of the Metropol- 
itan Police Department Narcotic Squad members to effect service on addicts, 
service has not been completely successful. 

A possible suggestion for improving the service methods, if it must still be done 
in conformity with the present statute, is to designate statutorily or give the 
court power to designate something in the nature of a special process server 
For instance, it could be specifically designated that a member of the Metropolitan 
Police Department Narcotic Squad serve the addict. They are infinitely more 
familiar with the whereabouts of the local addicts than anybody else in the 
District of Columbia. 

One further related point on locating an addict for probationary control will 
be discussed in relation to sections 10 and 12 of the act. Herein follows a dis- 
cussion of the somewhat lesser problems in the succeeding sections of the statute. 


Re seclions 6 and 8 


Section 6 of the statute gives the court authority to commit a patient to a 
hospital for a reasonable time for physical examination in accordance with the 
request in the Government’s petition. Section 8 of the statute gives to the 
patient 15 days after the examining physicians have reported their findings to 
the court in which they can demand a jury to be impaneled to determine the 
question of his addiction. This technically seems to create a hiatus in that the 
statute leaves unprescribed what shall be done with the patient for this 15-day 
interval. The problem has been somewhat circumvented by initially requesting 
a 30-day commitment from the court and independently seeking the physician’s 
report 4 or 5 days after the commitment (which has, in most instances, been a 
sufficient period to make such determinations). This, by indirection, retains 
the patient in the hospital pending his request or lack of request for a jury trial. 
It seems obvious that the patient who has been certified as an addict should 
not be released from his commitment for the 15-day period. Consequently, it 
is suggested that the detention of the patient during this period of time might 
well be statutorily prescribed. 


Re section 9 


After hearing procedures on the question of addiction are completed and there 
is a finding that the patient is a drug-user within the meaning of the statute, this 
section prescribes the final commitment of such patient to a hospital “designated 
by the patient”’ or one designated by the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia. As you know, the Public Health Service at Lexington, Ky., has been tempor- 
arily designated by the Commissioners as that institution and there has been some 
statutory implementation. A problem has arisen, however, when a patient has 
undertaken to designate a private institution where he prefers to effect a cure. 
There seemingly is no official listing of approved private institutions for the treat- 
ment of narcotic addicts and the United States attorney’s office has no facilities 
for investigating an institution chosen at random by the patient. It is difficult to 
ascertain if such designated institutions, even if medically accredited, has sufficient 
restraining facilities or if its cure and rehabilitation methods are in any way in line 
with those approved by the Commissioners when they designated the Federal 
hospital at Lexington, Ky. as a suitable institution. Yet the feeling of the court 
in the instant case was that the Office of the United States Attorney should have 
made sufficient investigations to formally oppose or approve the requested com- 
mitment. This, of course, is impossible to accomplish without some help and 
guidance, which is unprescribed in the statute. onsequently, it is suggested 
that this direction in the statute be either deleted or implemented. 


Re sections 10 and 11 


Here, we are dealing with a patient who has been certified as having received 
maximum benefits at the hospital to which he was committed and has been returned 
to court for further action. Immediately the question is posed, and it has been 
recognized by the court, as to whether a patient can be controlled by a proba- 
tionary period, as prescribed by the statute, after he has been certified as suffi- 
ciently rehabilitated to be released from hospital commitment. Assuming that 
such control may be considered proper at this stage in the proceedings, and that the 
patient can be ordered to report to a designated psychiatrist for a period of months, 
the statute does not set forth any methods for enforcing this probationary period. 
Again, the so,called rehabilitated patient, though he has even consented to the 
assistance and supervision of a designated psychiatrist, often stops reporting back 
on those days set by the psychiatrist for consultation in conformity with the 
statute. The statute then does not grant to the Government any power to bring 
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these recalcitrants back before the court unless we obtain sufficient independent 
information that they have reverted to drugs. Then the powers exist only to 
start again from the beginning with the filing of a new petition and the attendant 
difficulties. It will possibly be conceded in all quarters that some assistance 
should be made available to a patient who has recently attempted a cure for addic- 
tion and has made certain progress. His problems are often long-term psychiatric 
ones. This has been evidenced in the United States attorney’s office by those who 
have really sought out further assistance after their return from Lexington and 
those we know have gone back to the use of drugs or have become criminally in- 
volved because of the problems to be faced on their return. It is suggested that the 
statutory cirections for the probationary period, if we continue to assume that it 
can be enforced, be spelled out in giving to the Government and the court sufficient 
power to control it. Here, as in the initial processing of a suspected drug-user the 
implementation directed toward relocating him and bringing him under control 
should be exercised with the same considerations that apply in locating and con- 
trolling him in the first instance. 

There follows a résumé of some miscellaneous problems to be faced in operating 
under the statute. Some may appear to be purely administrative problems but 
they are mentioned for consideration should some redrafting of the present law 
permit further direction to its administrators. 

(1) For instance, under the present séatute we have utilized the services of 
the United States marshal to move the patient from the court to the District 
of Columbia General Hospital for examination as to his use of drugs or for the 
waiting period necessary to accumulate the funds and arrange his transportation 
to Lexington, Ky. The facilities available to the marshal for restraining a patient 
in custody prior to his delivery to the proper hospital are cell blocks or fringes of 
cell blocks, vans, and vehicles normally used in transporting prisoners. This is 
true because no other facilities are available to the marshal’s office. 

(2) Likewise when sufficient funds have been accumulated to effect the trans- 
portation of the patients to Lexington, Ky., the marshals are necessarily moving 
a group of criminal addicts as well as addicts committed under this statute. 
This has often led, inadvertently or through the marshal’s need to effectively 
restrain, to the appearance of handcuffs in the midst of this civil proceeding. 
That some measure of restraint is necessary to accomplish the commitments 
cannot be questioned, however. Though no patient has evaded the United States 
marshal to date, there has been an escape problem elsewhere. 

(3) Patients, even under a voluntary commitment, have attempted to escape 
from District of Columbia General Hospital while they were committed there to 
be examined or to await removal to Lexington, Ky. This is true because restraint 
facilities are difficult to effect at the hospital. There is only one policed ward and 
that contains the criminal patients. The hospital authorities have been requested 
not to use those facilities for noncriminal addicts because of the civil nature of 
the proceedings placing them there. And yet, when these escape problems do 
and have occurred because of the lack of adequate restraint, the Government must 
locate the addict and have him recommitted. 

(4) The facilities at District of Columbia General Hospital originally planned 
to eare for civilly committed addict patients cannot be effectively utilized, ac- 
cording to the most recent information from the hospital, because under the fund 
appropriation it is impossible to staff an addict ward with suitable medical and 
restraining personnel when they only handle so few addicts for such short periods 
of time. 

(5) After a patient has been finally committed to Lexington, Ky., designated 
as a hospital for commitment until the District of Columbia can arrange for its 
own hospitalization facilities, the protection of the Public Health Service evidently 
necessitated a provision in the statute that these civilly committed patients could 
be released when in the opinion of the Surgeon General they had become a detri- 
ment to the Public Health Service. Originally, in administering the act, at 
least two addicts were certified by the Public Health Service as detrimental and 
ordered back to the court for further proceedings. Under the statute it seemed 
apparent that the Government had no alternative in this situation but to dismiss 
the ease against the addict and to return him to society uncured and obviously 
unrehabilitated. Administratively and with the cooperation of the Public 
Health Service in recent months no addicts have been returned for this reason 
and the hospital authorities have begun to handle the discipline problems on 
their own initiative and in their own way. Otherwise, if the commitments can 
be vitiated purely on the basis of bad behavior of the addict, as it presently 
could be, the entire statute could well be defeated by this provision alone 
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This report does not deal with any of the financial problems presented in the 
administration of the enactment, nor with any of the questions that will appear 
by virtue of the temporary provisions as to commitments in the implementing 


public-health laws. 

Mrs. Frank. Mr. Chairman, as you probably know, this narcotics 
statute that we are calling the drug users’ statute allows for both 
voluntary and involuntary commitments to institutions for cure and 
rehabilitation. 

In other words, it helps the addict if he wants to be cured, or if 
he becomes a menace to society and does not want to control his 
addiction, then it gives us a method of committing him to an in- 
stitution for cure and rehabilitation. 

If he wants to go voluntarily, he has very few obstacles to over- 
come, because all he has to do is come before the—if he wants to go 
to an institution for control, that is, cure or rehabilitation, he does not 
have very many problems because normally he comes to a police 
officer who, in turn, brings him to the United States attorney’s 
office and he submits voluntarily to the jurisdiction of the court. 

However, if he does not want to go, then we do have the problem 
of getting jurisdiction of this particular addict. 

Now, section 3 of the statute provides that the United States 
attorney’s office must petition the court for physical examination of a 
drug user. Now, to sustain those petitions in court, we have to 
accumulate certain facts. 

In order to prepare this petition for physical examination of the 
drug user, we have to accumulate, as I say, certain facts, and those 
facts we find that we can get best from the Metropolitan Police 
Department’s narcotics squad members. 

Then, when they accumulate these facts for us, they have to go 
and interview the individual they think is an addict, they have to 
give him a cursory examination for needle marks, and they follow 
him down, into an examination, a knowledge of his habits as to his 
associates, activities, and the areas which he frequents. 

Consequently, after this addict has been talked to by this police 
officer, after the police officer has talked to him and examined him, 
then he is put on notice that some action is contemplated by the 
United States attorney’s office, so, by his very nature, it follows 
that he seeks to hide or, even if he does not do anything purposeful, 
just because of the type of person that the addict is, he gets lost, he is 
out of control, because addicts, by their very nature, are drifters. 

Now, assuming that the police department brings us sufficient 
information as to this addict, we file a petition and we take it to the 
court, and then we have to get the court order directing that the 
addict appear before the court on a designated date. 

And then the statute says that it is the duty of the United States 
marshal, under section 4 of the statute, to serve these papers upon 
the addict, and he will, if the United States marshal can find the 
addict. 

Very often, and more often than not, the addict pays no attention 
at all to the court’s order. I mean, they are just the type of people 
who do not obey a court order. 

Then, the next thing, assuming that we found them, it is necessary 
for me to go before the court and if he does not appear at court, 
then it is necessary to have a personal service on him and to get a 
citation for contempt—and still, again, we have to find him. 
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Senator DanreL. Over again? 

Mrs. Frank. Over again. And I would say, sir, in most instances 
we have to go out and hunt him a second time. 

Senator Danret. And you have already told us about three times. 

Mrs. Frank. That is right. 

Senator Danie. That you have to find him. 

Mrs. Frank. That is right, the policeman in the first instance has 
to find him and then he relays the information to us and the marshal 
has to go out and find him, and then if he doesn’t come in to court, 
then somebody has to go find him with the attachment. 

Now, although the United States marshal’s office has made every 
effort to cooperate with the United States attorney’s office and 
although it has used the assistance of the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment narcotics squad in attempting to find these addicts, service has 
not been effective, sir. 

Senator Danret. When you say ‘“‘service’’, you mean find the 
addict, serve him and bring him in? 

Mrs. Frank. That is correct. 

Now, because of the very fact that these police officers had the 
facts in the first instance, all the facts that go into the proceedings, 
and the police officer had him at one point and then maybe lost 
control of him, maybe, for service, we have had a great many dis- 
missals because the service could not be made because the addict 
moved or left town or changed his location, because he is a drifter by 
his very nature. 

Now, assuming that we had finally gotten the addict before the 
court and the petition had enough facts to sustain it and we asked for 
an examination in the District of Columbia General Hospital. 

Now, in sections 6 and 8 of the statute, it occurs to me that there is 
a hiatus in what can be done during a certain period of time. 

First of all, it says that he shall be committed to the District of 
Columbia General Hospital for examination for a reasonable length of 
time and then the statute says that upon the filing of a report by the 
physicians who examined him, that this addict had 15 days after he is 
notified of the report in which he can ask for a jury. 

The statute is silent as to what should be done with that man during 
that period of time. Certainly, he does not belong in the streets. 
There is nothing in the statute that says he should be detained. 

However, what we do is to get him committed to a hospital for a 
month and ask the doctors at the District of Columbia General 
Hospital to submit a report in 4 or 5 days, which they have been able 
to, and that covers 15 ios 

But, that is in your discretion what the statute will provide, to give 
us authority to detain until—— 

Senator Danret. But you must detain him at the hospital, you 
could not detain him in a jail? 

Mrs. Frank. Never. I should say, though, that this is a civil 
proceeding and sometimes it winds up in a cell block, but it should not 
do that. 

Senator Daniex. Under this law, it could not. 

Mrs. Frank. That is right, sir. 

Now, section 9 of this statute brings us another problem. 

Here, we have completed the hearing and we are saying that a jury 
or a court has found this particular patient is a drug addict within the 

71515—56—pt. 4 —21 
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meaning of this statute. Then comes the time that we have to desig- 
nate the hospital to which he is going to effect his cure or rehabilitation. 

Now, the statute gives the authority to designate that institution 
to the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and they, as you 
know, have designated Lexington, Ky. 

It also gives the patient the power to designate the hospital in 
which he is committed 

Senator Danrev. Even in an involuntary case? 

Mrs. Frank. That is right. The statute very clearly says that 
the patient should designate and this presents a great problem because 
we have no official list of any approved private institutions except 
through the agencies of the District of Columbia, and they have no 
such approved list. 

So, the patient chooses, and it has happened, an institution at 
random in which he feels he wants to go. 

Now, that presents a burden on the Office of the United States 
District Attorney to check an institution and find out if it is satisfactory 
and that is practically impossible, because, first, we have to look at 
the question of security and also we have to look at the question of 
whether its treatment or cure methods are in line with those of 
Lexington, Ky. 

Now, in one particular case, the judge did order the patient to 
Whitebrook Sanatorium in Virginia in an order which I hope will 
hold him there because we cannot be sure. 

Now, we would suggest that perhaps either that section of the 
statute which allows the patient to designate the hospital be deleted 
or implemented in some way so we would know what our responsi- 
bilities are in such a situation. 

Now, in sections 10 and 11 of this Drug Users Statute, we are dealing 
with a patient who has been certified as having received maximum 
benefits from the institution to which he had been committed and 
who has been returned for further action to the court. 

Now, of course, immediately the question is raised in our minds as 
to whether the probationary period can be legally enforced at this 
stage of the proceedings, but because it has been prescribed by law 
and there is no holding to the contrary, we assume so. 

But, be that as it may, the statute is absolutely silent as to how we 
can enforce this probationary period. 

The statute reads that the patient can be ordered to report to a 
designated psychiatrist for a period of months, and the psychiatrist, 
himself, can set forth the interviewing days and the consultative treat- 
ment that he thinks is necessary; and very often even if the patient, 
himself, feels that he ought to go to see a psychiatrist, he still has 
difficulty—and I think that with such a patient that the general pub- 
lic would acknowledge and everybody would realize that he ought to 
be held, because these cases are long-term cases and they are not over 
a short time. 

The patient says, ‘‘Yes, sir; I will see the psychiatrist,” and he will 
go for a period of time and then maybe he will just stop reporting to 
the psychiatrist, and in that instance, we have no power at all as to 
who is going to find him again. 

We have no statutory authority, that is, as to whether he can be 
brought before the court, and the statute merely says that if we find 
him again becoming a drug user we can file a new petition, which 
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puts us right back to the whole proceeding all over again, we have to 
start at the beginning. 

Sometimes that is not necessary. Maybe a man has gone back to 
the use of drugs, perhaps Dr. Griffin thinks he can work with that 
addict, keep him from being a menace to society, rather than starting 
all over again and sending him off to Lexington. 

Those are the basic problems. I think I would like to point out a 
few more, if you would like to hear me. 

Senator Danrex. Yes, we certainly would. 

Mrs. Frank. The statute, this implementing statute, Public Law 
76 of the 83d Congress, sets up a temporary provision that Lexington 
could take these addicts up to 1956, it has in that implementing law 
which says that these patients can be released from Lexington if, in 
the opinion of the Surgeon General, they had become a detriment to 
the Public Health Service. 

It is my understanding they had to put it in the law because the 
Public Health Service was not exactly delighted about having to take 
these addicts in the first instance, and they wanted to protect them- 
selves if Congress said they should take them by certifying them as 
a detriment to the Public Health Service. 

Now, administratively, we have worked it out with Dr. Lowry, and 
he has in recent months undertaken the control or behavior problems 
of these addicts, and the hospital is managing it in its routine way. 

But, under the provisions of this law, if Dr. Lowry did not act the 
whole thing can be defeated. 

Senator Danreu. Identify Dr. Lowry for the record. 

Mrs. Frank. Dr. Lowry, as I understand it, is medical director of 
the United States Public Health at Lexington, Ky. 

Senator Danreu. All right. 

Mrs. Franx. Now, these are miscellaneous problems that just 
occur all through the statute. One is that we have, of course, utilized 
the services of the United States marshal, because that is what the 
statute tells us to do. 

Now, the removing of these addicts from, maybe, the courthouse, 
to Gallinger Hospital or from Gallinger Hospital to Lexington, Ky.— 
as you know, this is a civil statute, and the marshal’s office by the 
very nature of the duties of the marshal’s office often has put these 
patients in cell blocks or fringes of cell blocks and they are moved in 
vans that may have criminals in them to court, or maybe to Lexington, 
Ky., and we have heard cases where handcuffs are put on these 
civil patients. 

That is a problem caused by using the United States marshal’s 
office in moving these patients without any more facilities than he 
has available, and it is a problem that we wanted to point out. Maybe 
it is something that we can administratively cure or something might 
be put in the statute in the form of an appropriation or something to 
help in this particular problem. It would be helpful. 

Senator Danreu. Mrs. Frank, your testimony can be summed up 
by the recommendation that the addict law for the District ought to 
be rewritten and the statute changed? 

Mrs. Frank. Yes, sir; I think that is fair. 

Senator DanieLt. How many addicts have been committed? 

Mrs. Frank. Well, presently, 16 at Lexington; 27 have been re- 
turned as cured and rehabilitated. There were 43 commitments to 
Lexington altogether and there is 1 to the District of Columbia 
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General Hospital to be committed to Lexington which would make 
44 commitments to Lexington and 1 commitment to Westbrook 
Sanatorium. 

Senator Danie. 45 total? 

Mrs. Frank. 45 total. 

Senator Danie. Out of the total number of 849 addicts in the 
District? 

Mrs. Frank. Thatis correct. May I say one thing, though, in that 
respect, because of the nature of the statute being a civil type, a screen- 
ing process is done of all the addicts for those we are trying to rehabili- 
tate through the statute. It is Mr. Rover’s opinion that the young 
hopefuls should be treated rather than the others because this is a 
cure and rehabilitation program, so the police force screened those in 
bringing in people that they felt we could work with. 

Senator Danret. Have you attempted to draft any proposed legis- 
lation you would recommend to the Congress on this matter? 

Mrs. Frank. I have never drafted any legislation; no, sir. 

Senator DanreLt. We have a problem in the District with these 
known addicts being on the streets, and I was certainly favorably 
impressed with Mr. Gasch’s recommendation. We ought to see 
that they get treatment. The evidence shows that they spread the 
addiction to other people and they, of course, participate in crimes in 
order to pay for their narcotics. 

New Jersey has a law which provides that the addict who is out on 
the street can be picked up and sentenced to jail or to make him take 
treatment. If he does not want to take treatment he goes to jail. 

I certainly would like to suggest that each of you consider the matter 
of the District’s needs to get the addicts off of the streets and if the 
New Jersey law is too harsh, some other kind of a law should be written 
for the District that would make it possible for these addicts to be 
given compulsory treatment. I think it is very important that it 
should be possible to get them off of the streets. 

I should imagine that if you had a leper or tuberculosis patient or 
someone who had a disease who would not accept treatment, you could 
confine them; couldn’t you, Mr. Gasch? 

Mr. Gascu. That is correct. 

Senator Danret. Now, I would like to make the suggestion to 
Commissioner McLaughlin that your office and his office and various 
doctors in the hospitals and the law-enforcement officers get together 
and come up with some kind of a recommendation to the committee. 
Let us work together on the matter so that we can offer legislation. 

All that we are doing here will be for naught unless we come up 
with some legislation and I think that is the primary goal of this 
committee, to have legislation, not only as far as the Federal laws are 
concerned but for the District and if you will work with us, we will 
certainly appreciate it, and we would welcome any suggestions that 
you may have as to how this law should be written. 

Mr. Gascu. I would be very happy. I might say this, Commis- 
sioner McLaughlin called me followmg his appearance before the 
committee and said that he was setting up a meeting on the 4th of 
August with interested people here in the District to consider the 
problem, to see what could be done to remedy the situation, and make 
recommendations. 
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Senator Danieu. Well, I am volunteering this to you, that if you 
should have any meeting, if we could give you any assistance, as far 
as What the staff has found in the laws of the various States, if you call 
our counsel, Mr. Gasque, for any assistance, we will cooperate and we 
will call on you for assistance to us. 

Mr. Gascu. That is fine, Senator. We would be glad to help in 
any way we can. We recognize the problem and this committee’s 
hearings have certainly brought it to the attention of all. 

Senator Danie. The result of the present state of the law in the 
District is that here we have given to the addicts what appears to me 
to be a haven as far as the local law is concerned, rather than a model 
of the type of narcotics law that should be in the Nation’s Capital. 
| would be very much disappointed if the work of this committee ends 
without having some type of legislation for the District that will 
answer the need. With that in mind, | again assure you that we 
will work with you and we ask you to work with us so that we can 
come in here in January and pass some legislation. 

Did you complete your statement, Mrs. Frank? 

Mrs. Frank. That is right. 

Senator DanreL. And your written statement is in the record, 
complete. 

Any other questions? 

Mr. Gasqus. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Smithson to 
bring in a memorandum on the Gatewood and the Higgins cases, 
which are matters of search and seizure problems, and any other 
cases that might come to his mind. I would like to have him submit 
those memorandums for the record. 

Senator Danrge.. I certainly approve of that, Mr. Smithson, and I 
would like for you to work with the agents of the Bureau of Narcotics 
and the Metropolitan Police to give us the facts in the cases that 
Mr. Gasch mentioned, where you have trouble under the law. 
Then go back over the period of 2 years or whatever you find to be a 
convenient period and give this committee a list of the cases which you 
failed to make because of the present procedural laws in the District. 
The same thing with reference to wiretapping cases which you failed 
to make against known peddlers, but which you feel certain you could 
have made a case and obtained a conviction if we had the wiretapping 
legislation. 

Mr. Smituson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. And I want to say this, to make the record clear 
on this, and Mr. Gasch, I don’t know whether you brought it out or 
not, but cases that you actually filed—I understand there were some 
you could not file because of weaknesses, but on those you filed you do 
have a high record of conviction; is that not right? 

Mr. Gascu. That is right, the cases that go to indictment, approxi- 
mately 90 percent of those cases, and the court of appeals, our record 
has been fairly geared in sustaining those convictions, we have won 
82 percent of those cases. 

Senator Danreu. All right, anything else to offer, or any comments? 

(No response.) 

Again, | want to pay tribute of this committee to the law enforce- 
ment officers and especially those of you who have come up before 
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the committee with remarks and suggestions today, and those others 
who have appeared before us. 

I also want to pay my respects to Alfred E. Lewis of the Post for 
the cooperation and information that he furnished this committee 
before we set up these hearings. Other representatives of the press 
have been very cooperative with us, both in the Post and the Star, 
but I wanted to mention him particularly because of certain informa- 
tion that he gave to assist the committee at the beginning of our 
investigation. Now, we will be glad to hear from you any time you 
have something else to bring back before the committee. 

Mr. Gascu. Thank you very much, Senator. We appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before the committee. 

Senator Dante. Is Dr. Griffin in here? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes. 

Senator Dante. Dr. Griffin, I wonder if this would not be a good 
time to add anything you might care to add concerning the addict 
law—about how long would you expect to take? 

Dr. Grirrin. I think I can be rather brief. 

Senator Danie. Well, suppose you do that. 

Also, we have Mr. Rivers of the Parole Board here, do we not? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Senator DantEL. Suppose you come up, Mr. Rivers, and you come 
up, Doctor, and you, Commissioner Lawrence. 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Will each of you raise your right hand? 

Do you each solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to 
give to this subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate 
of the United States will be the truth, the whole truth, so help you 
God? 

Dr. Grirrin. I do. 

Mr. Rivers. I do. 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF W. E. GRIFFIN, CHIEF, LEGAL PSYCHIATRIC 
SERVICES DIVISION OF THE HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Senator Danrex. Do you also serve in some capacity with the 
United States district court? 

* Dr. Grirrin. The law which created this division provides that we 
give psychiatric service to the judges of the district court, among 
other agencies. 

Senator Dante. All right, sir. 

Dr. Grirrin. The Public Law 76 provides that released addicts 
report for a physical examination not oftener than once a month for 
2 years following their release to the Commissioners or their repre- 
sentatives. 

I was appointed in January 1955 to be the Commissioners’ repre- 
sentative in this respect. 

It also provides that if I find that any of these patients have 
reverted to the use of drugs, that I certify that fact to the United 
States Attorney’s Office. 

There have been to date, 24 patients referred to the clinic for that 
purpose, to my division for that purpose. 
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Senator Danie. For the purpose of what? 

Dr. Grirrin. For the purpose of reporting for physical examination. 

Senator Danret. That is after they are treated. 

Dt. Grirrin. After they are released from Lexington, yes, sir. 

Senator Danrgx. All right. 

Dr. Grirrrn. They return to the District and appear in the district 
court, whereupon Mrs. Frank has been following the policy of bringing 
them up to my office which is in the courthouse. 

When they come, when I am not prevented by other duties, I try 
to be there to meet them at the time and frequently that is the last 
time I see them. 

Senator DanreLt. You mean that they are supposed to report for 
2 years but, frequently, it is just one visit and then they skip? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes, Senator, that is when they appeared in court 
and have been escorted to my office, and then they leave and I never 
hear from them again. 

Senator Danrex. Is there anything you can do about that? 

Dr. Grirrrin. I would like to come to that in just a minute, Senator. 

Senator Danrex. All right, yes. 

Dr. Grirrix. What I do generally is to ask them to come in on a 
definite date, approximately a month later, to make an appointment 
because at that time they do not know what they will be doing in the 
line of work and so on. If they fail to call or if they fail to keep the 
appointment, I notify the United States district attorney’s office. 

Recently, I have evolved a policy of conferring once a week with 
Detective Ernst of the narcotics squad and, where possible, he brings 
in some of these people who are known to him for interviews. Three 
of the people referred have reported, I should say, regularly. 

Senator Danret. Three of them of the total? 

Dr. Grirrin. Three out of twenty-four. There are five others 
who have kept in contact with me, more or less, by telephone. 

There is another additional one who was brought in by Detective 
Ernst recently on July 1. I saw the man and I talked to him. 

He had reverted to the use of drugs; he admitted it and he showed 
fresh needlemarks, and so I certified that to the United States attor- 
ney’s office, who recommended that no action be taken at this time 
because Detective Ernst and I both thought that there was at least 
some chance that the man could stop using drugs. 

So, he reappeared on the 15th of July as he was directed to do and I 
found no evidence that he had used more narcotics, except that he told 
me that he had used some dolophine, one of the synthetics, by mouth, 
but had stopped that. 

That was one case in which I thought the outlook was fairly hopeful. 
There are two others, one of whom went to California with the per- 
mission of the court and another, who lives with his family and is fairly 
well taken care of. 

By and large, however, I would have to say this, Senator: that my 
experience has been rather limited, with only 24 cases, but it begins 
to appear that this does not work out well. 

I think that the trouble has been that in the past there has not been 
a wide enough recognition of the severity and depth of the illness that 
these people have. They have a very deep-seated emotional disorder 
which permits them to become drug addicts and, since everyone has 
had some attack on it, I would like to say something in favor of it, 
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namely, that this provision for reporting is at least a step in the right 
direction, and I do not think it goes far enough. 

Senator Danie. Our counsel has a question. 

Mr. Gasqun. Have you been visited by the addict who returned 
from Lexington and was arrested on narcotic charges? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes; he came in, as I recall, twice. That wasfre- 
garding Ricardi, w ho has been mentioned here before and when I saw 
him the second time he was working as a bellhop in a hotel, and I had 
no evidence that he had begun using drugs again, and then I heard 
indirectly that he had reverted to the use of drugs; and then the last I 
heard of him was his arrest in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Gasaue. Is there any disciplinary action available to you? 

Dr. Grirrin. Not to me, as such, Mr. Gasque. What I do is to 
inform the United States attorney’s ‘office when I find evidence that 
someone has returned to the use of drugs, or when they fail to appear 
for their scheduled appointment, and I also inform Detective Ernst 
and he picks up one of these people and directs them into the clinic. 

Mr. Gasqus. Now, if I could address a question to you, Mrs. 
Frank: Do you have any disciplinary action available at all, if the 
addict fails to report? 

Mrs. Frank. No, sir. 

Mr. Gasqur. Or if they continue the use of drugs? 

Mrs. Frank. Only to start all over again. 

Mr. Gasaque. The entire process? 

Mrs. Frank. That is right, sir, the whole procedure. 

Mr. Gasqus. How about you, Captain Layton? 

Are there any disciplinary measures available to you in the Police 
Department if the addict fails to report or returns to the use of drugs? 

Captain Layton. Not in the law. 

Mr. Gasque. So there is no provision in this law whatsoever to 
assure that the addict report. 

Dr. Grirrin. Not that I know of. 

Senator Danrex. That is the consensus of all three of you? 

Dr. GrirFin. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Frank. Yes. 

Captain Layton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. There must be a followup when they take this 
treatment for narcotic addiction, we all agree on that don’t we? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes, sir; I agree on that. 

Senator Dantrext. Do you have any kind of a system which would 
help these people find suitable employment? 

Dr. Grirrin. Well, the law provides that, as the Commissioner’s 
representative, I take care of the physical examination only. 

Senator Danrex. It does not include anything with reference to 
getting the addict a job. Is there any program in the District to 
assist in giving the addict a chance at suitable employment? 

Dr. Grirrin. Well, what I do is to have an interview with them, 
give them as much time as I can give, and then I refer them to the 
social worker who is a member of the staff of the clinic to see if there 
is anyway in which she can help them, and we have made some 
referrals to other agencies, such as the Family and Child Service, the 
United States Employment Service, and one under consideration 
now is the Vocational Rehabilitation, and so on. 


cite aA ae 2 Rar een 28 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 1131 


We do all we can to help them because I feel that these people need 
a great deal more than has been provided in the law and we try to 
give them all we can with the facilities we have at our disposal. 

Senator Danie. Do you check into their background, as to their 
criminal records, in arriving at your opinion as to w vhat kind of follow- 
up is necessary for them? 

Dr. Grirrin. Well, what we have available. I have not taken 
any active steps in that direction, Senator. 

Senator Danie. Do you know how many of the addicts, out of 
the 24, have gone back to drugs after returning? 

Dr. GRIFFIN. By direct observation, I know of only 1, by hearsay, 
I know of 1—1, 2, 3, by hearsay. 

Senator Daniet. By law enforcement officers? 

Dr. Grirrin. Largely or from the newspapers I find out that one 
got into some difficulty in Virginia and so on. 

Senator Danret. Well, now, if you have any further recom- 
mendations as to what should be included in the law that you might 
recommend or any amendment to the present law, if you will confer 
with the United States attorney’s office or directly with us and let 
us have those recommendations, we will appreciate it very much, 
Doctor. 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. As Mr. Gasch mentioned, Commissioner 
McLaughlin is planning a meeting early in August, as you suggested, 
and I think that out of that will come some recommendations. 

Senator Danret. We thank you very much for your appearance. 

I will say that I agree with you that these people have a psychological 
illness, you might. call it, or a weakness; and we can also agree that they r 
spread addiction in their associates. 

Dr. GrirFin. Yes. 

Senator Daniet. It is a communicable thing with them? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes, sir, I believe it could be called that. 

Senator Danre,. And a great majority of them have a tendency 
before addiction, at least they are apt to tend to it. 

Dr. GrirrFin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. And do you agree with the others who testified 
that there should be some law in the District that will enable these 889 
addicts to be given compulsory treatment or at least gotten off the 
streets? 

Dr. Grirrin. Yes, sir, I agree. 

Senator Danrez. All right, thank you very much. 

Dr. Grirrin. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Danret. Now, Mr. Rivers, will you come forward? 


TESTIMONY OF HUGH F. RIVERS, PAROLE BOARD. DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Senator Danire.. Identify yourself for the record. 

Mr. Rivers. My name is Hugh I. Rivers. 

Senator DanteL. And your official title? 

Mr. Rivers. I am a member and parole executive of the Board of 
Parole-of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Danrev. How long have you served in that capacity? 

Mr. Rivers. I have been a member of the Board, Mr. Chairman, 
since 1947, and I have been connected with the Board of Parole ever 
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since it was established in 1932 as secretary and executive secretary. 

I have a statement which is rather brief, and I can read it if you like. 

Senator Danrev. That will be fine. Also, we have your letter with 
attached statement, is that information contained in your statement? 

Mr. Rivers. That information is contained in the statement, 
Senator. 

Senator Danreu. That is fine. Proceed, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, in accordance with the request of the 
chairman of this committee the Board of Parole has already subm itted 
to the subcommittee figures covering disposition of applications for 
parole of persons charged with possession, sale, or importation of 
narcotics by our Board during the fiscal years ending June 30, 1954, 
and June 30, 1955 

It is the view of the members of the Board of Parole that the 
release on parole of persons convicted of such crimes is not in the 
public interest except where there are unusual or mitigating circum- 
stances. In accordance with that view the Board of Parole has 
adopted a policy of denying the applications for parole of offenders of 
this type unless circumstances as outlined above exist. 

We have taken this position because of the seriousness with which 
we regard the crime of selling narcotics and our experience over a 
number of years which indicates that persons addicted to the use of 
narcotics have not proved to be good parole risks. 

We feel that the Board’s position toward crimes of this nature is 
amply demonstrated by the figures which we have submitted to the 
subcommittee which indicate that for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, out of a total of 41 cases considered in this category, 37 applica- 
tions or 90 percent were denied parole while only 4 or 10 percent were 
granted. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, out of a total of 
55 cases considered, 48 or 87 percent were denied while only 7 or 13 
percent received favorable consideration. 

We should like to point out that in the 3 cases in the fiscal year 
1954 in which parole was granted and in the 7 in fiscal year 1955, 
this action was taken because of the fact that the Board felt that 
these cases presented certain extenuating or mitigating circumstances. 
As an example of this type of case, we should like to call your attention 
to some of the cases in this group. One, for instance, had reference 
to a young man who became addicted to the use of narcotics while 
in the Armed Forces. After his discharge and return to this country 
he continued to use narcotics and was arrested not for the sale but 
for possession of narcotics only. He had previously attempted to 
break his addiction by a voluntary commitment to the narcotics 
hospital at Lexington and both his father and mother, who are persons 
of good standing in the community, had assisted him in his efforts to 
break this habit and were anxious to cooperate in any further efforts 
which might assist him to break his addiction. Parole was granted 
by the Board in this case after the subject had served one-third of 
his maximum sentence under a plan which included followup treat- 
ment by a private psychiatrist. Thus far this parolee appears to 
be making a determined effort to break his addiction and is still 
currently under supervision. 

Another case in this category was that of a young woman 19 years 
of age who had no prior criminal record of any sort and who was 
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led into involvement in the sale of narcotics by an older man with 
whom she had been associating. She was charged only with aiding 
and abetting her older codefendant and in this case the Board felt 
that the circumstances warranted her release on parole after the 
service of one-third of her maximum sentence of 3 years. At the 
present time she is making a satisfactory adjustment in the com- 
munity. 

These cases are typical of the ones in which favorable action has 
been taken by the Board. 

Where no such mitigating circumstances appear the Board feels 
that the best interests of society will be served by the denial of the 
application for parole and by requiring the offender to serve the 
maximum sentence imposed. 

Senator Danret. Are all of those on which you have taken favor- 
able action, the total of 11 during the 2 fiscal years, working out 
satisfactorily? 

Mr. Rivers. So far, yes, Mr. Chairman. One of those cases— 
incidentally, of those 11, 10 of them were released and 1 has not been 
released yet. 

Out of that group we have had difficulty with only 1 case, and in 
that instance that person returned to the use of narcotics and we 
arranged for a voluntary commitment to Lexington and kept him 
there for some 6 or 7 months and took him back under supervision 
after he was released, and thus far he seems to be doing pretty well. 

Senator Danret. We certainly thank you for your excellent state- 
ment. It appears to me, as one member of the committee, that you 
are following the proper procedure in this matter. 

Are there any questions? 

(No response.) 

Senator Danieu. The letter and table by Mr. Rivers will be in- 
cluded at this point in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


GOVERNMENT OF THE District or COLUMBIA, 
BoarRD OF PAROLE, 
Washington, D. C., July 8, 1955. 
Hon. Price DANIEL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal Code, 
Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR DANIEL: In accordance with your request for information as to 
the number of persons convicted of sale or possession of narcotics and released on 
parole by this Board during the fiscal years ending June 30, 1954, and June 30, 
1955, we are attaching hereto a statement showing the total number of such cases 
considered and the number granted or denied parole. 

We believe that these figures will serve to demonstrate that this Board is not 
inclined to feel that the release on parole of persons convicted on narcotic offenses 
are considered to be in the public interest, since the statistics furnished will indicate 
that we denied parole to 90 percent, of the persons convicted of narcotic offenses 
who applied for parole in fiscal year 1954, and to 87 percent, to those applying in 
fiscal year 1955. 

We trust that this information will be helpful to your subcommittee in its 
study of the disposition of narcotic offenders in the District of Columbia. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hugh F. Rivers, 
Member and Parole Executive. 
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Disposition of applications for parole or persons charged with possession, sale, or 
importation of narcotics by the Board of Parole for the District of Columbia 


| | 


| 
Denied Granted Percentage | Percentage 





| Total cases 
| considered 


Fiscal year ending June 30, 1954.._.._____- 


41 | 
Fiscal year ending June 30, 1955__...____-- 55 | 


granted denied 


| 

| 
37 | 4 10 
48 } 13 


TESTIMONY OF CYRIL S. LAWRENCE, UNITED STATES 
COMMISSIONER FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Senator Danreu. Identify vourself for the record. 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. My name is Cyril S. Lawrence and I am 
the United States commissioner for the District of Columbia. 

Senator Danrev. How long have you served in that capacity? 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. Seven years. 

Senator Danie. Mr. Commissioner, as I understand it, you issue 
most of the search warrants here in the District. 

Commissioner LAwreNcE. Yes, I issue nearly every one, I think 
nearly every one issued in narcotics cases. 

Senator DanreL. We appreciate your cooperation with the com- 
mittee in our investigation and will be glad to have you proceed 
with any statement or recommendation you care to make. 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. Yes, Senator. Now, I think it is rule 
41—please wait until I find it. 

Senator Dante. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Dante. I would like for the entire rule to be made part of 
the record at this time. 

(The rule referred to is as follows:) 


Rue 41, Unrrep Strares Cope Titte 18, Freperat RvuLEs or CRIMINAL 
PROCEDURE 


Rue 41. SEARCH AND SEIZURE 


(a) Authority to issue warrant.—A search warrant authorized by this rule may 
be issued by a judge of the United States or of a State or Territorial court of 
record or by a United States commissioner within the district wherein the property 
sought is located. 

(b) Grounds for issuance.—A Warrant may be issued under this rule to search 
for and seize any property— 

(1) Stolen or embezzled in violation of the laws of the United States; or 

(2) Designed or intended for use or which is or has been used as the means 
of committing a criminal offense; or 

(3) Possessed, controlled, or designed or intended for use or which is or has 
been used in violation of title 18, USC, section 957. 

(c) Issuance and contents.—A warrant shall issue only an affidavit sworn to 
before the judge or commissioner and establishing the grounds for issuing the 
warrant. If the judge or commissioner is satisfied that grounds for the applica- 
tion exist or that there is probable cause to believe that they exist, he shall issue 
@ warrant identifying the property and naming or describing the person or place 
to be searched. The warrant shall be directed to a civil officer of the United 
States authorized to enforce or assist in enforcing any law thereof or to a person so 
authorized by the President of the United States. It shall state the grounds or 
probable cause for its issuance and the names of the persons whose affidavits have 
been taken in support thereof. It shall command the officer to search forthwith 
the person or place named for the property specified. The warrant shall direct 
that it be served in the daytime, but if the affidavits are positive that the property 
is on the person or in the place to be searched, the warrant may direct that it be 
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served at any time. It shall designate the district judge or the commissioner to 
whom it shall be returned. 

(d) Execution and return with inventory—The warrant may be executed and 
returned only within 10 days after its date. The officer taking property under the 
warrant shall give to the person from whom or from whose premises the property 
was taken a copy of the warrant and a receipt for the property taken or shall leave 
the copy and receipt at the place from which the property was taken. The return 
shall be made promptly and shall be accompanied by a written inventory of any 
property taken. The inventory shall be made in the presence of the applicant 
for the warrant and the person from whose possession or premises the property was 
taken, if they are present, or in the presence of at least one credible person other 
than the applicant for the warrant or the person from whose possession or premises 
the property was taken, and shall be verified by the officer. The judge or com- 
missioner shall upon request deliver a copy of the inventory to the person from 
whom or from whose premises the property was taken and to the applicant for 
the warrant. 

(e) Motion for return of property and to suppress evidence.—A person aggrieved 
by an unlawful search and seizure may move the district court for the district in 
which the property was seized for the return of the property and to suppress for 
use as evidence any thing so obtained on the ground that (1) the property was 
illegally seized without warrant, or (2) the warrant is insufficient on its face, or 
(3) the property seized is not that described in the warrant, or (4) there was not 
probable cause for believing the existence of the grounds on which the warrant 
was issued, or (5) the warrant was illegally executed. The judge shall receive 
evidence on any issue of fact necessary to the decision of the motion. Ifthe motion 
is granted the property shall be restored unless otherwise subject to lawful deten- 
tion and it shall not be admissible in evidence at any hearing or trial. The 
motion to suppress evidence may also be made in the district where the trial is to 
be had. The motion shall be made before trial or hearing unless opportunity 
therefor did not exist or the defendant was not aware of the grounds for the 
motion, but the court in its discretion may entertain the motion at the trial or 
hearing. 

(f) Return of papers to clerk—The judge or commissioner who has issued a 
search warrant shall attach to the warrant a copy of the return, inventory and 
all other papers in connection therewith and shall file them with the clerk of the 
district court for the district in which the property was seized. 

(g) Scope and definition.—This rule does not modify any act, inconsistent with 
it, regulating search, seizure and the issuance and execution of search warrants 
in circumstances for which special provision is made. The term “property”’ is 
used in this rule to include documents, books, papers and any other tangible 
objects (as amended December 27, 1948, effective October 20, 1949). 


Commissioner LAWRENCE. These are the Rules for Criminal Pro- 
cedure of the District Courts of the United States, and I am referring 
to rule 41 which governs search and seizure, and I will read from 
section (c): 


(ce) Issuance and contents.—A warrant shall issue only on affidavit sworn to 
before the judge or commissioner and establishing the grounds for issuing the 
warrant. If the judge or commissioner is satisfied that the grounds for the appli- 
cation exist or that there is probable cause to believe that they exist, he shall 
issue a warrant identifying the property and naming or describing the person or 
place to be searched. The warrant shall be directed to a civil officer of the 
United States authorized to enforce or assist in enforcing any law thereof or to a 
person so authorized by the President of the United States. It shall state the 
grounds or probable cause for its issue and the names of the persons whose affi- 
davits have been taken in support thereof. It shall command the officer to 
search forthwith the person or place named for the property specified. The 
warrant shall direct that it be served in the daytime, but if the affidavits are 
positive that the property is on the person or in the place to be searched, the 
warrant may direct that it be served at any time. It shall designate the district 
judge or the commissioner to whom it shall be returned. 


First, I would like to bring out the point about if the affidavits 
are positive. 

Nine out of ten of your cases of narcotic violations occur in the 
nighttime. Therefore, to make any search in the nighttime it is 
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necessary for the officers presenting the affidavits and their applica- 
tions for search warrant should be positive of their information, other- 
wise I, acting for the court, or as the committing magistrate or the 
magistrate with power to issue warrants, must deny them; yet, if the 
offense was committed in the daytime or the search was to be made 
in the daytime, they could properly receive the warrant, because it is 
only necessary to show reason to believe. 

It seems to me that this is a great hardship both on the police and 
the narcotic-enforcement officers, not only here but throughout the 
United States, because most of the information that they get, they 
must get through informers or through other people and they do not 
always have direct information of themselves that they have seen the 
contraband in the place to be searched, and it would seem to me that 
if they have reasonable grounds to believe that the contraband exists 
in the place, especially where it is a business like the narcotic business 
which is conducted mostly at night, that there is no violation of the 
person’s constitutional rights, because then the unreasonable search 
that may be made would be made during the daytime, because that 
is when they are sleeping; they are working at nighttime. 

It would seem to me that if this rule cannot be changed, that a law 
should be enacted which would permit officers to apply for a search 
warrant from me, that they only have to show reason to believe and 
not to show the positiveness of it. 

That comes about many times where they have an affiant or a 
possible affiant who does not wish to reveal the name, does not wish 
to say who he is for fear of reprisals or fear of his life—and further, 
maybe the Government does not wish to reveal him at that time, 
maybe they will use the same man on some other case and therefore 
if the narcotic agent or the policeman comes before me and says that 
he has information from a reliable source but he cannot divulge his 
name, that this man was in house No. 1 on such-and-such street, 
that while therein he saw people receiving a shot of heroin, or he saw 
heroin or other narcotics in the premises, but he does not know it him- 
self, they have reason to believe it is in there, but he cannot say posi- 
tive that it was there, and they wish to search the place in the evening, 
I have to say to them, ‘‘Well, I am sorry, but I cannot grant you that 
type of search warrant. The information you have given me shows 
that you have reason to believe that the contraband exists there, 
but you are not positive; and even if you say you are positive, from 
my interrogation of you, it would indicate that it is not positive in- 
formation that you have.” 

Therefore, they will say, “Well, we don’t want that search warrant 
if we cannot serve it in the nighttime.”’ 

So actually they have been denied a search warrant. 

It seems to me that in the interests of justice and I think good law 
enforcement and protection of the public that there should be some 
change made whereby they should be permitted, just on the ground 
of reason to believe where the contraband exists—the only time or 
the appropriate time to seize it is in the nighttime, and it would seem 
to me that only reason to believe sufficient for them to be able to secure 
a warrant and in that way they would not have to divulge their affiants 
and they would not have to bring in other witnesses. 

There is a decision in the court of appeals, I do not know the 
circuit, but it is the Schenck case, that where they have information 
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that somebody knows the whereabouts of the contraband, they should 
bring that person in before the commissioner who shall take their 
testimony. 

Well, that is simple to say but in reality it is hard to do because a 
reluctant witness is not a good witness, and where you are trying to 
have them file an affidavit, you are compelling them to testify against 
themselves, which might tend to incriminate them, which you cannot 
do. And I do not think that they should be compelled to put in other 
witnesses that have the information, their officers should be able to 
apply to me on grounds that they have reason to believe that there 
exists a violation and they ought to be able to make the seizure. 

Now, in regard to that, the District of Columbia Code, title 23, 
section 301, provides certain types of search warrants which the police 
court judge and myself may give, and it does not provide for any 
search warrant for any narcotic violation; it provides for obscene 
literature, gambling, counterfeit money, abortions, things like that. 

Those search warrants may be directed to the United States marshal 
or to a member of the Metropolitan Police, but all search warrants 
that I issue for a narcotic violation must be directed either to the 
marshal or to some civil officer of the United States. 

In other words, if the policeman applied to me for a search warrant 
and he has all the information, I have to direct the search warrant to 
a United States marshal or to a Federal narcotic agent. 

While I do not say the narcotic agents do not cooperate with them, 
they cooperate in my opinion with the police department very much, 
I think there is complete cooperation between both of them, but I do 
not think that it should be a necessity each time to have a United 
States marshal who probably knows nothing about the violation to 
go along with them, just because it requires an official tag. It seems 
to me that should also be in section 301 of title 21 of the District of 
Columbia Code, which is distinctly a district of Columbia violation, 
which could be done without affecting throughout the country. 

I also make this suggestion, off the cuff, that you include the reason, 
I mean, the probable cause—that you only have “reason to believe 
to exist” included in that, which might take care of that situation 
entirely. 

Senator Daniav. We certainly appreciate these recommendations. 
Do you feel that you have had to deny search warrants in quite a few 
narcotics cases because of what you have pointed out? 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. Yes, I feel I have denied them on the 
ground that the courts here have ruled otherwise and it would be 
foolish for me to issue the search warrant, knowing that when it got 
before the court a motion to suppress was liable, and that would 
therefore only permit the criminals, you might say, to thumb their 
noses at the law-enforcement officers, and therefore, I will not issue 
the search warrant. 

Senator Danie. Have there been quite a few of those cases? 

Commissioner LAwrENcE. There have been quite a number. 
Sometimes the narcotics officers and the police have been able to get 
other information which led me to give it to them for nighttime search 
warrants, but I know there have been numbers of them where they 
realized that it would be foolish to bring it before me because they 
did not have any positive proof; whereas I think that they should 
have been able to search this place. 
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Senator Daniet. Any questions, Counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. I would like to ask Commissioner Lawrence this 
question, Mr. Chairman. 

You would not change the Federal law in regard to such cases, 
but you would adopt a new law specifically with reference to the 
District of Columbia? 

Commissioner LAWRENCE. No; I would say, change the Federal 
law, too. That I think applies to all over the United States in the 
same way; but I feel that this committee is also interested in the 
immediate problem in the District of Columbia, and I would say 
that an easy way to do it is in title 23, section 301, of the District of 
Columbia Code, change it to apply to the District of Columbia, and 
I do think that the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure applying to 
the nighttime or daytime search warrant should also be changed. 

Mr. Gasque. That is all. 

Senator Danie. Thank you very much. The committee will 
stand in recess until 2:30 in this room. 

(Thereupon, at 12:55 p. m., the committee stood in recess, to 
reconvene at 2:30 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 






Senator DanigrL. The committee will come to order. 
The committee will resume the testimony of Dr. Friedenberg, who 
has previously been sworn. 


TESTIMONY OF DR. HARRY FRIEDENBERG, WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT L. ACKERLY, COUNSEL—Resumed 






Senator Danret. Dr. Friedenberg, I believe in response to the 
subpena that was served on you by the committee you have brought 
to the committee certain records today? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I have, sir. 

Senator Dantex. I will first ask you if you have the summary of 
the treatment records which you and your counsel proposed to make 
over the weekend, showing the patients whom you had treated by 
giving narcotic drugs during the fiscal year 1953-54, that is, from 
July 1953 through June 1954. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It happens to be from May 1953 to June 1954. 

Senator Danre.. All right. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. And I have got the summary. 

Senator Dante. You have that summary at this time? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrux. Will you explain to the committee exactly from 
what source you made this summary? 

Dr. FrrepenserG. I made it from the case histories or the case 
cards of the patients themselves. Of course, this was all done yester- 
day evening, or last night. 

Senator Dante. This was done last night? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Last night—well, it was changed several times. 

Senator DanigeL. Now, as I understand it, after you proposed to 
make this summary, I understand that you and your counsel later 
proposed—on Monday of this week, originally Saturday of last week— 
that you would bring the original cards and make them available to 
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the committee, as we had requested, with the names of the patients 
covered by pasted slips of paper. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. That was available yesterday. 

Senator Danrev. And you have those with you; is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. With the exception that the identific ation, or 
the name, has now been reexposed in order that I could make the 
summary. 

Senator Danie. I understand. In other words, you tender to the 
committee counsel all cards which you had on patients, showing the 
administration of narcotic drugs or the prescription of narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FriepenserG. Not the prescription. As I understand it, no 
separate record has to be made by a physician on prescriptions. And 
if there are any cases of mine which received a prescription for nar- 
cotic drugs, there wouldn’t be any such records; that would be in the 
drugstore; the druggist retains that. 

Senator Danie. In other words, what you have done is gone 
through all of your cards and pulled out the cards for the fiscal year 
we are talking about, the cards that show that you personally admin- 
istered narcotic drugs to the patients? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreLt. And you propose to submit those to the com- 
mittee with the names of the patients. When you did that the chair- 
man of the committee told you, I believe, that he would also like to 
have this summary. Naturally, the chairman felt that we should 
have your work on the summary of these patients so as to give us 
some idea of the summary. And I appreciate your bringing that here. 

How many patients does your summary show that you have on 
these cards to whom you administered narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The summary shows 198. 

Senator DanreL. Now, do you wish to testify to the committee 
that those are all the patients during the fiscal years 1953-54 to whom 
you administered narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I couldn’t make an absolute statement, but as 
accurate as I really can determine. If there has been any slipup, it 
has been a very few, and patients who undoubtedly were only seen 
once. It is possible in going through the number of cards, maybe 10 
times or 20 times—if a patient on one visit may receive it, that possi- 
bility could occur. But I would say it is a very rare—I don’t think 
it happened; that is the best way I can put it: I don’t think it 
happened. 

Senator DanreL. There is a possibility that you might have admin- 
istered narcotic drugs on occasions and to people other than those 
shown on your patient’s cards and in this summary? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. It would be in the other files. 

Senator Danteu. In the other files? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. I mean, that would be with the patients. 

Senator DaniEL. How many patients did you have during those 
vears, approximately? 

r. FRIEDENBERG. Well, I can’t say exactly, those years, but there 
is a file of over pretty near 50,000 patients all told. And most cards 
will have—most patients will have more than 1 card. 

Senator Dantet. The other day you spoke of having administered 
narcotic drugs to approximately 300 people during the fiscal year we 
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are talking about. Will you explain to us where you obtained that 
figure? 

Dr. FrrepenBERG. I had gotten that figure—most cards are family 
cards, 2 or 3 people, and that gave me that false impression. But in 
making up the summary, it ran out 198. 

Senator Danret. One hundred and ninety-eight? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeRG. That is what it ran. 

Senator Danis.. ss that summary, I believe, simply lists your 
patients by number, 1, 2, 3, and so forth? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danieu. Without names. And the next item in the sum- 
mary is what? 

Dr. FrrepEnBeRG. “Diagnosis.”” That really would be more accu- 
rate if the word ‘‘ailment”’ were used instead of ‘‘diagnosis.’”? Often 
a person may have a completely different diagnosis, and you are called 
in on occasion—a person may have an earache in the middle of the 
night or a severe toothache, and he couldn’t get to the dentist, you 
might give him a shot of narcotics to relieve his pain until he could get 
to the dentist the next day. You wouldn’t call that a diagnosis, you 
would call it an ailment. 

Senator DanieL. Do you wish to change that to “ailment?” 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. That would be more accurate than ‘diagnosis.’ 

Senator Dante. Do you wish to change it? 

Dr. FrrepENnBERG. I would just write the word “ailment” up at the 
top. 

endian Dantet. And we will follow it on through. All right; 
what is your next heading? 

Dr. FrrepensBerG. “Narcotic.”” That means the name or type of 
medicine used. 

Senator Danie. The name of the narcotic administered? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniev. And in all these cases, as I now understand it, 
you administered these drugs in person? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And then, what is your next item; ‘‘Barbiturate?”’ 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The name of the type of barbiturate that that 
same individual got, but not necessarily the same visit. For instance, 
if that patient were seen 2 dozen or a dozen times during that year, 
it is possible that some illness or occasion arose to give him a bar- 
biturate without giving a narcotic. 

Senator DanieL. You have a separate heading for the narcotic 
drug administered, the type of drug administered, and then for the 
barbiturate that might have been administered to the same patient? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But it might be a different time or visit. 

Senator Danreu. I understand that. This summary shows the 
number of paitents, the ailment for which you treated the patient, 
the narcotic drug administered, and the barbiturate drug administered. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. There again, it will be misleading, because the 
narcotic drug was given for the ailment listed, and the barbiturate 
was not necessarily given for that ailment; it might have been another 
ailment, it might have been for restlessness or inability to sleep, or it 
might have been because one medicine will enhance the value of 
another. 
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If a person complains of a pain you give him a barbiturate, and it 
will make it act more quickly, you get quicker relief from the pain. 
That is recognized in all hospitals. When patients go into a hospital, 
I would say ‘almost 98 percent get a barbiturate that first night. 

Senator Danrex. Will you send up the summary. It w ill be re- 
ceived and made a part of the record at this point. 

(The summary referred to is as follows:) 

This list represents roughly 10 percent or less of total patients or calls, May 12 
1953-June 3, 1954. Some cases have a different diagnosis for additional visite. 
Narcotics and barbiturates not necessarily given at same visit. Other cases which 


got barbiturates and no narcotics not in this list. Some of these cases had but 
one visit—others more. 
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Hysteria. aeoete tae 
Cirrhosis of liver_- 
Fracture of leg_-_- 
Hysteria- ee 
Angina pectoris__-....-.-- 


ee 
MS with AT 





Narcotic 


MS with AT._._- 
hae syne 
Demerol ee 
MS with AT 


| Dolophine- 


MS with AT... 
Dolophine are 
MS with AT____- 
NS isch 

— 

cae alc dis 


sree eee 


<i 


Demerol 


MS with AT..___- 
Demerol 


Dolophine 
eat 
Demerol _- 

MS with 


d 
MS with J 


Demerol. 
MS with 


RN Sees 
Dolophine---_-._-- 


Dolophine - _------ 
MS with AT 
Dolophine. - 


| MS with AT..._-- 


Dolophine 
MS with AT..___- 


icc sews Sen 


Dolophine____-_-- 


MS with AT 


| Dolophine 


MS with AT...__- 
Demerol. ___-- 
Dolophine 


| MS with AT____ 


dc 


| M8 with AT.....- 
| Dolophine 


pisses coke 








Barbiturate 


Nembutal. 


Do. 
Seconal. 


Do. 


Phenobarbital. 


Nembutal. 


Seconal. 

Sodium amy- 
tal. 

Seconal. 

Phenobarbital. 


Seconal. 
Do. 
Do. 


Phenobarbital. 


Seconal. 
Nembutal. 


Elixir butisol 
sodium, 


Nembutal. 
Phenobarbital, 
nembutal. 

Nembutal. 


Seconal. 

Carbrital. 

Phanodorn, 

Seconal. 
Do. 


Do. 

Do. 
Phenobarbital. 
Seconal. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Phenobarbital. 
Sodium amy- 


tal. 
Phenobarbital. 
Do. 
Do. 
Seconal. 


Sodium amy- 
tal. 


| Seconal. 


Nembutal. 
Tuinal. 
Nembutal. 


Seconal. 
Do. 
Sodium amy- 
tal. 
Do. 
Seconal. 
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No. Ailment Narcotic Barbiturate 
0. 
135 Post-operative-prosthectomy-..................--..--.-..-----| Dolophine........| Phenobarbital 
136 I iS A a eC es Demerol 
137 | Vomiting, shakes, drinking - ---_------- poate Dolophine Do 
198 | Agitated drimiing.......<<...<s.<.5.5-. a a ‘ iintan Seconal 
C12 dl eee ee ; ; MS with AT-~. Phenobarbital 
140 | Delirium tremors -------------- MASA cde ahead be Dolophine Seconal 
ge ee padebieaiagaiaeeainh MS with AT... 
142 | Strained back--...........-.------------- tikawone Dolophine ; 
Oe be SR a asic i pike peice ns caadenceienbehtasies . Ai. aime Kin, tune Dx 
RE eae eee ae mleensieo MS with AT... 
145 | Delirium tremors.......................... ero Dolophine. _ - Do. 
SD SN, ini cadies colt btieiede am maisos ...-| M8 with AT....- Do. 
eT SI cde ced one weme sacnoudedd ne cuaeme : aA do 5 Do. 
148} Miscarriage... -...=...-~.-~.+~<-.25.--~4500-----2-- ‘ BROMO, < ictinctene 
TO Tt Pilea n cscs pudbene Seer a ha raaee ei ..| MS with AT__-. 
150 | Vomiting and pain in abdomen_-_----- na = GRE cece Do. 
151 | Paroxysmal tachycardia. .--.............-...-..- sida ...do 
152 | Rectal abscess_................-.--- ee Seca sacu do__.- ea 
15S | Comveieiem--GieRente 64 5.0555. 5 5 scien ..| Dolophine__---.-.-| Do. 
154 | Pelvic inflammatory disease - - - ----- sia kiero --| MS with AT-....--| 
ge eee ee ee eee eee ..--| Dolophine nook Do. 
ER 1 Dre ced ik hood ch bs ntbitiescin  avidenninmenn a . MS with AT ial Do. 
157 | Earache-__......_-- : een : a eee 
158 | Postoperative adhesions. ---....--.. oS a al do 
OO OE EE aii ee aaa a 
160 | Agitated alcoholic______-- 5 Bes dren idhdhcten ite vari Seen 5 isis | Do. 
eee ie cicaee oi site MR act ee Do. 
162 | Agitated alcoholic._...........-------- a do aes Do. 
SO be Oa on is adc dca gcasbisicadssids bi ee he Demeter. 5.5 555. 
ok UO eer ee = Dolophine Tuinal 
Ree |) UU” ee beds nucg teeta MS with AT 
eh lsc sik cer diese denckdene<eken ' Demerol : 
oe ot eee ier es ..| MS with AT 
168 | Heart attack __........---- Cn chad ana beans sai do 
169 | Diarrhea—virus-- miiilinadigs Ai ME React ae E _ eae 
170 | Asthma..-_--- ; | 
171 | Hysteria__ 3 Dolophine Seconal 
172 | Delirium tremors. .- do. 
173 | Torticollis. .-.- S23 : .| Demerol 
174 | Orehitis__--- Dolophine - 
175 | Bartholin gland abscess preoperative--._- MS with AT_- 
176 | Giant hives_- do.. 
177 | Menorrhagia--_- do 
178 | Delirium tremors .-- Dolophine Nembutal 
179 | Vomiting, ulcer _- MS with Al 
180 | Delirium tremors. - -- do 
181 | Gastroenteritis--_- i do- 
182 | Delirium tremors _- Dolophine Seconal 
183 | Abdominal pain -- MS with AT....-- 
184 | Auto accident—pains in chest--- ‘ Demerol Do 
185 | Hysteria__ _| MS with AT-_..- Do 
186 | Agitated alcoholic-_---- : Dolophine - -_--- Do 
187 | Pains—virus—earache- ----- Demerol : 
188 | Delirium tremors _--- MS with AT____ Do 
189 | Agitated alcoholic_--_-- ‘ Dolophine---- ; Do 
190 | Strained back---- Demerol Phenobarbital 
191 | Vomiting -- : MS with AT. 
192 | Delirium tremors. . Dolophine 
193 | Sinusitis and acute nephritis-- ...| Pantopon-- 
194 | Strained back._-_--- Demerol 
195 | Chest pain---- _| MS with AT. 
196 | Heart attack. _- do-.- 
197 | Cerebral arteriosclerosis- -- Demerol 
198 | Pains in chest_---- MS with AT 


Senator DanreLt. Now, Doctor, in case you treated, let us say, 
patient No. 67, who had Bergeron’s disease, and over under ‘‘Narcotic 
drug,” “MS with AT.” What does that mean? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Morphine sulfate with atropine. 

Senator Danie. And right under that you have the word ‘“al- 
coholism,’”’ evidently under the same patient. Would that indicate 
that you treated patient No. 67 for both Bergeron’s disease and 
alcoholism? 

Dr. FriepENBEEG. I would say, no; I treated that man primarily 
for Bergeron’s disease. He was a captain in the Army, in the Tank 
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Corps. He was under care at Walter Reed. I will tell you the history 
of how I got this case. But the main thing is, Walter Reed wouldn’t 
treat him because he was drunk one day, and I treated him, I treated 
him for Bergeron’s disease, and from then on for Bergeron’s disease. 

Senator DanieL. Why do you have the word ‘‘alcoholism’”’ written 
under ‘“‘Bergeron’s disease’ in the diagnosis or ailment? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. For one thing, alcoholism is one of the treat- 
ments for Bergeron’s disease. 

Senator Danie. I see. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. And these people are often drunk, I mean it 
is really ideal—I mean, it really was in the days gone by, and still 
today, that was one of the treatments 20 years ago. Alcohol will 
dilate the blood vessels, provided you keep them to the point of 
intoxication or salivation. 

Senator Daniext. Did you prescribe alcohol for patient No. 67? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. In the early years I did, at the beginning. 

Senator Danret. And did he become an alcoholic? 

Dr. FrrepenperG. No. He was an Army captain; he drank 
before I knew him. But I told him that the alcohol was advantageous 
to his Bergeron’s disease. 

Senator Danrex. Did you later treat him for alcoholism? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. I would say ‘“‘no.”’ 

Senator Danie. Why do you have the word ‘alcoholism’ written 
under Bergeron’s disease on patient 67? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, because, like I say, this man was often 
under the influence of alcohol. But, like I say, the alcohol in his 
condition was an advantage for him, his physical condition. 

Senator Danie... Did you treat him for the ailment of alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. At the beginning, if you will notice, I had typed 
“Bergeron’s disease’”’; that is what I treated him for. He was an 
alcoholic, in addition. But alcohol is a treatment for Bergeron’s 
disease. 

Senator Daniet. You understand what I am getting at. I want to 
find an example here of where you were treating a patient for more 
than one thing, and I simply happened to turn to No. 67. The 
complaint was Bergeron’s disease, and under it ‘‘alcoholism’”’ written 
in ink. Now, just explain what it means. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. This man did drink a lot, but I treated him for 
Bergeron’s disease, and not for alcoholism. 

Senator Daniexu. Did you treat him for alcoholism at all? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, sir, I did not. 

Senator DanieLt. Do you have the card on No. 67? Have you 
numbered your cards? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. I have got them arranged alphabetically. 
I happened to know that individual. 

Senator Danrext. Would you pull that man’s card out, please, sir, 
without giving his name. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But it will have the name exposed on it, I am 
sure. 

Senator Danreu. I say, without giving the individual’s name, will 
you pull the card, please. 

Dr. Frrepenserc. I will do the best I can on that. I will see how 
quickly I can do that for you. 
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It appears, sir, that this has been misfiled for some reason or other. 
I don’t find it under the Me’s. It must be somewhere. I just re- 
viewed some of these at noontime. 

Senator Danret. You say this was a Walter Reed patient? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. He was treated at Walter Reed until I 
got a hold of him. From then on—to be frank with you, I had made 
a special study of Bergeron’s disease, because my own brother had 
Bergeron’s disease, and I had a treatment that Walter Reed did not 
have, and they encouraged me to treat him from then on. 

Senator Danret. You have the name, but you have not been able 
to find the card? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator Danie. We will take a little time. 

Dr. FrrepEenBERG. A lot of them are clippings, but a lot of them are 
not uncovered. It is possible that it is in one of these that have not 
been uncovered. 

Senator Danret. Well, let’s take patient No. 4. It says here you 
have treated patient No. 4 for a slipped disk, fractured shoulder, and 
alcoholism. In the case of No. 4, I suppose that you have shown that 
you treated that patient for alcoholism, in addition to her own 
ailments? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. And under the ‘Narcotic,’ it says “MS with 
AT,” meaning morphine sulfate with atropine. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator Danrex. And did you give the morphine sulfate to this 
patient in the treatment of alcoholism? 

Dr. FriepenserG. No. That is why I say, the treatments would 
run for the ailment, and the diagnosis might be different. He was 
treated for pain, both for a slipped disk—this man had a slipped disk, 
and was operated on, and anyone familiar with the condition—it is an 
operation on his spine—these people suffer pain for along time. And, 
of course, he got the narcotic for his pain. 

But along with that pain, he began drinking. And along with his 
drinking, he had several falls. He had a fractured shoulder, a frac- 
tured arm, and a fractured head. So he was treated for his pain, 
but when I saw him he was in pain for his fractures, but he was also 
drunk, and so he was treated for that, too. 

Senator Danret. Did you give him morphine sulphate with 
atropine for the alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No; that was for the pain. 

Senator Daniext. Do you have that man’s name in mind? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Will you see if you can get that card? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

This is the card. 

Senator Dante. Now, will you read from that card what you find 
on the card? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG (reading): 

Pain in back of ear, postoperation, or following right after operation for slipped 
disk, injection of 1% ec. Dolophine and with 

Senator Danret. What? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Dolophine. 
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Senator DanigeL. Now, is that patient No. 4? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. Dolophine is a narcotic drug, isn’t it? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. But this is true: We also at times 
gave him—lI will be frank with you, Mr. Chairman, I did these last 
night, and a lot of these, I would say that the information here is 
rather correct, but every detail on these cards is not on this list, and 
it was just impossible to do that within a matter of less than 12 hours. 

Senator Danrev. Well, I am just making a check on them at random 
and I think in fairness to you we ought to make this check. If it 
needs further work, we should do it. For instance, right there, 
dolophine should be under narcotic drugs, if you are going to have a 
complete report on drugs administered to patient 4. Is that correct? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danret. What is the next thing shown on the card? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Nervousness, cannot sleep, capsules tuinal. 

Senator DanreL. What is that? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. That is a barbiturate. It is a mixture of seconal 
and 

Senator Daniev. And you have that shown under barbiturate? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. On thissummary. Allright. What is next? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Well, the next one is not for No. 4, at all. It is 
for his wife. 

Senator Danie. What is the item for which she was treated? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. She was drinking. She was given an injection 
of hyocin and some vitamin B-1. 

Senator Danre.. She was drinking? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. And it was hyocin and B-1. Hyocin 
is not a narcotic, it is a form of atropine, or scopolamine. 

Senator Daniev. That is another patient, then. Let’s refer to her 
as 4—A. 

Dr. FriepDENBERG. In fact, she is referred to as No. 5. She has a 
fracture of the leg. 

Senator Danret. Is she referred to as No. 5? 

Dr. Fr1rgEDENBERG. Yes. She has a fracture of her leg. 

Senator Dante. She had a fracture of the leg. And you also 
treated her for alcoholism, too, then? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

But, like I say, she got no narcotics for anything like that. 

Senator Danrext. You have her on this list; she must have gotten a 
narcotic, Doctor. 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. No; she was treated for the fracture of the leg 
when she got the narcotic on June 16, 1953. 

Senator Dantet. Is that the next entry on your card? 

Dr. Friepensera. No. The next entry would go beyond that 
date on this list here. 

Senator Danie. Now, the last entry you had on there was the 
wife. What did it say? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I bave made two comments. You mean at 
the time of the fracture? 

Senator Daniet. No. The first mention of the wife; what does 
it say? 





Is 
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Dr. FrRieEDENBERG. The first mention of the wife, drinking, injec- 
tion of hyocin and vitamin B-1. 

Senator Danie. Now, are you sure as to whether or not you gave 
her any narcotic or barbiturate? 

Dr. FrrepENBEeRG. Not at that time. In fact, that followed 
through a different one, but on a preceding card, June 16, 1953, which 
is when she fell and hurt her leg. 

Senator Danrex. I want to know what is the date you are talking 
about when you gave her a shot of vitamins for drinking. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. June 21, 1954. 

Senator Danret. June 21, 1954? 

Dr. FrrepensereG. That is right. 

Senator Daniev. Are you sure that on that date vou did not give 
her any narcotic drug or any barbiturate for alcoholism? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. On June 19? Sure; ves, sir. 

Senator Dante.. I thought you said June 21. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. That was June 1954 you were asking me about, 
were you not? 

Senator Danret. Why are you positive, Doctor? The other day 
on patient A you said you treated her with narcotic drugs for alco- 
holism, but you didn’t have any of them listed on her patient card, 
but you did have injections of vitamins. And now, how can you be 
sure that you did not treat this person for alcoholism, as you treated 
patient A? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Probably because of the fact that after the epi- 
sode of last year, the cards were more accurate and more specific. I 
would use the words “more specific.” 

Senator DanreL. Would you use it as far as patient A’s card is con- 
cerned? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I didn’t see her after that. 

Senator Danrex. I don’t mean to argue about it, but every time I 
ask you whether you are positive that you did not give a person nar- 
cotics or barbiturates for the treatment of alcoholism I want you to 
say whether or not you are positive. 

On June 16, 1954, are you positive on that point? 

Dr. FrrepEnBerG. According to my records—I really feel that this 
is an accurate record, sir. 

Senator Danie. Let’s go back into 1953. Did you treat the same 
woman for alcoholism in 1953? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I will have to see later on, after that date. 

Senator Dante. Sir? 

Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. I will have to see on subsequent dates. 

Senator Danieu. I am talking about 1953 now. 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. That is what I am reviewing the card from. 

Senator DantEL. You review the card, sir. That is fine. While 
you are at it, you might see whether you treated him for alcoholism 
in 1953, either one of them. 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. Yes; I see a notation here in 1953, that was 
after she had a fracture of the leg, she still was in a cast and on crutches, 
she had some seconal and she had some empirin compound with 
codeine. 

Senator Danteu. For the fracture, or for drinking? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I would say for both. 
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Senator Danie. What does the card say? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The empirin with codeine would be for pain, not 
for the fracture. 

Senator DanieL. What does the card say? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. It makes no distinction. 

Senator Danie. Give me the date? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. August 11, 1953. 

Senator DanieL. August 11, 1953. That is patient No. 5? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. And what does your card say to that date? 

Dr. FrRrEDENBERG. On 9-9 

Senator Danie. After the date August 11, what do you have there 
on the card? 

Dr. FrrepenBeERG. Drinking, seconal and prescription for seconal, 
prescription for empirin with codeine. 

Senator DanreL. Wouldn’t that indicate to you that you did treat 
her for drinking on August 11, 1953? 

Dr. FriepensBer@. I think so. The fact that a notation was made 
about the drinking. 

Senator Danie. And you gave her seconal? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danie. That was a habit-forming barbiturate, was it not? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It is a barbiturate, it comes under the classifi- 
cation. 

Senator Danrg.. It is habit-forming? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrext. And what other drugs did you give her that day? 

Dr. Frrepensera@. Tablets of empirin compound with codeine. 

Senator Danie. Codeine is a narcotic? 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. It comes under the narcotic laws; yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. What is your next notation on this particular 
patient, or on her husband, as far as alcoholism or drinking is 
concerned? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 9th of September, Mrs., vomiting and 
diarrhea. She was given a hypodermic of morphine sulfate and 
atrophine. She was given alaroid powder, which is an antacid. 
She was told to get some Pepto-Bismol. 

Senator Danret. Is that as a result of alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. The chart does not say so, and I don’t know. 

Senator DANIEL. Go on to the next item which refers to drinking 
or alcoholism, either the man or the woman. 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. On the 3d—that would be October, sometimes 
I have a little difficulty with whether it is Mr. or Mrs. because of 
my bad writing—but that patient was admitted to George Wash- 
ington—I think it is Mr.—admitted to George Washington for 
alcoholism. 

Senator Daniet. Do you show what treatment you gave? 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. No; those would be on the hospital chart. 

Senator Danrg.. All right, next one. 

Dr. Frrepenspera. On the 3d of November, the patient was 
better—that is an error on me, that last day was October 31, I said 
3d, that is the 31st. 

Senator Dante. What year? 
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Dr. FrrepENBERG. 1953. On the 3d of November the patient was 
better and going home the following day; in other words, I wrote the 
discharge on the 3d that the patient could go home on the 4th. 

Senator DanreL. Just scan over it now and look for drinking. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. On the 17th of November, Mrs. ———— who is 
case No. 5, was also sent to George Washington Hospital for drinking 
and for gastroenteritis, which is the vomiting episode. She was 
diteaees by phone the following day, because she insisted she 
wanted to go home. 

Senator Dante. All right. The next entry. That has nothing to 
do with alcoholism or drinking. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On June 17, 1954—that is getting back to case 
No. 4, that is about the Mr. ————. You see all of really No. 5 
came before No. 4. 

Senator Danteu. I understand, and No. 4 is the husband. 

Dr. Friepenserc. I told you more about No. 4. In No. 4 we 
get back to the Mr. ———— and the slipped disk and the operation on 
the disk. 

Senator Danrex. All right. Next. 

Dr. FrrepNEBERG. That was on June 17. On June 19 he couldn’t 
sleep and was given a preseription for tuinal. I think you have 
that on your report before. 

Senator Danrext. You told us about that. Next. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Really, on that same day I also saw his wife, 
and she was given an injection of hyocin and vitamin B;. She was 
drinking. 

Senator Dantet. What is hyocin? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. It is a form of atropine scopolamine. It is 
not a narcotic. 

Senator Dante.. All right. Next. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 21st of June 1954, again No. 5 case, and 
she was drinking, and she was given an injection of 50 milligrams of 
thorzine. Thorzine is one of our new drugs. It is not a narcotic. 
It is used for 2, almost for 3 purposes. It is used for many purposes. 

Senator Danreu. Proceed. We are interested only in narcotics and 
barbiturates. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 21st she also got a prescription for 
tuinal. 

Senator Danret. Tuinal is a barbiturate? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You gave her a prescription for that on account 
of her drinking? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. Twelve capsules. It was more for sleep, if you 
want to call it for drinking—— 

Senator Daniet. What do you call it for? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. The directions on it are one capsule at night 
for sleeping, that is the direction on it for sleeping, and the prescription 
is in the drugstore. 

Senator. DanreL. What is next? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 22d she was also given an injection of 
thorzine. 

Senator Danrex. For what purpose? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. That was for alcoholism. 

Senator Danret. All right, the next time? 
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Dr. FrrepENBERG. On June 23, 1954, drinking, an injection of 
sodium luminal. Sodium luminal is the same as phenobarbital. It 
is a trade name for it. 

Senator Daniex. As a barbiturate? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DanigeL. You gave her an injection of that for drinking? 

Dr. FrrepenBeERG. For drinking and to quiet her down. 

Senator Danret. For the woman or the man, patient 5 or patient. 4? 

Dr. FrrepenBerRG. To be frank with you, my records say ‘Mr. and 
Mrs.’’ Undoubtedly, it was both. 

Senator Danret. You gave it to both of them? 

Dr. Friepenperc. Yes. 

Senator Danrieu. Next. 

Dr. FrrepenrerG. On the 25th of June the Mr. ————, which is 
case 4, fell down the steps and hurt his right shoulder, was taken to 
Emergency Hospital. He had a fracture and a dislocation of the right 
shoulder. He was put in a cast and sent home. He was in a lot of 
pain and he was given a hypodermic of MS with atropine. 

Senator Dante. Go on with your next item, referring to drinking 
and alcoholism. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. On the 26th of August—this is No. 4—the right 
shoulder was operated on in Emergency Hospital by Dr. Neviaser. 

Senator Danie. I just asked you about alcoholism or drinking; 
that is all I am asking vou for. 

Dr. FrrepENRERG. Well, after the 25th of June as far as drinking 
is concerned, that is the last entry I had. Now, possibly there are 

cards for this year, 1955, that are not in this group, because this list 
only called for that period, really, of 1953 to 1954. 

Senator Danrex. That is all right. And patients 4 and 5 have been 
alcoholics; isn’t that right? 

Dr. FrrepENRERG. They have been; ves. 

Senator Danirev. And you have treated them for it over a period 
of time? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. You have treated them for it this year, haven't 
you. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Dante. And during the period of your treatment of them 
you have prescribed narcotic drugs and barbiturates in your treatment 
of those two patients for aleoholism? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. No, sir. I take exception to that. 

Senator Dante. Well, I was asking you in the form of a question. 
You tell me what the truth is. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, when the narcotic was given, it was given 
for pain. It had nothing to do with the alcoholism at all. 

Senator Danrex. Doctor, didn’t you give some of your patients 
narcotics for alcoholism? 

Dr. Frrepensera. Only where the alcoholism was modified by 
agitation, maniacal reactions, deliriums tremens, of that nature. 

Senator DanreL. You did give these two patients barbiturate drugs 
for alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danret. Don’t you think we should, in making your sum- 
mary accurate on patient 5, put “alcoholism” under the fractured 
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leg? All you have there is ‘fractured leg.’”’ Don’t you think that 
we should put there as ailment, ‘“‘aleoholism’’? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. I was under the understanding that this was 
made up primarily for the narcotics, and the ailments that the nar- 
cotics were given for. And maybe that is why | left out the alcoholism, 
and I only inserted that at noontime. Some of these cases are al- 
coholies, but they didn’t get the narcotics for alcoholism, unless it 
was especially stated. 

Senator Danie. The reason for going over this is because in the 
case of Patient A you have told us that you did at that time give 
narcotic drugs to her in treatment of her alcoholism, but nowhere on 
your patient’s records did you show that. You showed other things 
vou gave her, but never did you show on your patient’s records having 
given her narcotic drugs, which you tell us you remember having 
given her. 

My point is this: If your records as to these other patients that you 
treated for alcoholism do not show the administration of narcotic 
drugs but only barbiturates, I just want to know, are you sure that 
you didn’t treat them like you treated Patient A by giving them some 
narcotic drugs for the alcoholism, but failed to put it down in your 
records? 

Dr. FrimpenserG. Well, I didn’t give Patient A narcotics for 
alcoholism. 

Senator Dantet. Doctor, I make the statement that I certainly 
think you so testified. 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Then I have made a misstatement, sir; I am 
sorry. I said that I gave—I admitted that I gave Patient A some 
narcotics at times, but not for alcoholism, just like I maintain with 
this patient here, although this patient here has had both medicines. 

Senator Danret. Doctor, haven’t you treated some of your alco- 
holic cases by giving them narcotic drugs? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. When they were so disturbed that it was the 
only way of handling them, I have; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And didn’t you tell us the other day that Patient 
A became disturbed terribly many times on account of alcoholism? 

Dr. FriEpDENBERG. That is what I say; as to the times when there 
was disturbance, I did, but not because of a person taking a drink, or 
something like that. 

Senator Danreu. I didn’t ask you whether you gave patients any 
narcotic drugs just because they had taken a drink. I asked you: 
Did you give narcotic drugs in your treatment of alcoholism, in your 
treatment of somebody that really had the habit and the disease of 
alecoholism—I believe people call it a disease nowadays; don’t they? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I didn’t give them narcotics for the disease of 
alcoholism, I gave it for the episode that was recurrent at that time. 
And by the word “episode,” I mean if they were disturbed, maniacal, 
had the DT’s; yes. But if you say that you are going to try to cure 
a person of alcoholism by giving them a narcotic, that would be 
wrong, I wouldn’t do that. You cannot cure a person of alcoholism 
by that. ; 

Senator DanreL. You weren’t giving these patients narcotic drugs 
to try to cure them of alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. NO, sir. 
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Senator DanieL. You were just giving it to them to bring them 
some relief? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Some relief from the episode that was present 
at that time. 

Senator Danret. Some comfort? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. No; it is not a matter of comfort. 

Senator Danrev. Just relief? 

Dr. Frrepenrerc. I mean, like if a person was raving, hysterical, 
or had DT’s, saying things, imagining things—they jump out of a 
window sometimes, you have got to quiet those people down, you 
can’t leave them to themselves. 

Senator Danie. But you did give some of your alcoholic patients 
barbiturates to try to quiet them down? 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did you do that as part of your cure of them? 

Dr. Frrepensere. No. 

Senator Danieu. No? 

Dr. Frrepenserc. No, sir. The cure of alcoholism is very un- 
satisfactory, and the results throughout the country have been very 
poor. I used to tell my patients, it is more up to them than to a 
doctor to be cured of alcoholism, it is up to an individual. 

Senator Danieu. Doctor, of these 198 patients, have you gone 
through them at my request and numbered those you treated for 
alcoholism, to see how many you have? 

Dr. Frrepensere. I think we have it on the copy. 

Senator Dante. I have the figure here, 56. 

Dr. FriEDENBERG. We went over it, and these people who had 
some drinking in their histories, they were added to that original 
forty-some, and it came to 56. 

Senator DaniE.. I believe that we had before we left this room at 
the lunch hour a figure of 42. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danre.. That figure was taken from those that your 
summary shows either as alcoholic, agitated alcoholic, or delirium 
tremens, which you said were brought on by alcoholism. In other 
words, those are patients, 42 of them, that had no other ailments 
except something having to do with alcoholism. Is that right? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is right. 

Senator Danie. And during the noon hour you went through the 
list and added the word “alcoholism”’ to several other patients, 14 
other patients, where you had treated them for some other ailment 
but did not have ‘‘alcoholism” by their name; is that right? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. That is right. 

Mr. Ackeriy. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment? 

At your request, I reviewed the checks that you made, and you did 
miss a few. So there aren’t 14 in which the word “alcoholism” was 
added. You missed a few of them to which I added checks. I 
checked your figures and then the doctor went through them hur- 
riedly and did add the word “alcoholism” to a few. And that comes 
up to the total of 56. : 

Senator Danigex. There is a total now of 56? 

Mr. AcKERLY. Yes. 

Senator Daniex. And there were only 42 that the ailment related 
only to alcoholism on this summary? 
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Mr. AcKERLY. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. And there were 14 more than 42 on this list of 
198 that related solely to alcoholic cases, that was the only ailment 
listed? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I wouldn’t say “solely.” 

Senator Danreu. As far as it is listed; isn’t that correct? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. For instance, 4 or 5 of them were solely 
alcoholic. 

Senator Dante. No, they are not counted, because you didn’t 
have “alcoholism” on either one of those. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. But we added that in that 56 figure. 

Senator Danreu. I say, we have only 42 on this list on which there 
is no ailment listed except something related to alcoholism; isn’t that 
right? 

Dr. FrIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. We will have a brief recess. 

(Recess taken.) 

Senator DanteL. The hearing will come to order. 

Doctor, do you have a copy of your summary there? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. We had patient 5, and if we add the word 
“alcoholism” there, I believe we would have the 57 patients whom you 
were treating for alcoholism. 

Dr. FrrepenBERG. Not solely for alcoholism alone. 

Senator Danret. I didn’t say “solely.”’ All right, sir. 

Now let’s go to some of the patients where it appears that you 
treated them solely for alcoholism. Let’s take No. 17, “Agitated 
alcoholic.”” You show that you gave that patient morphine sulphate 
with atropine. Is that right? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I will have to find that. 

Senator Dantgt. I am referring to the summary. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. According to the summary, but I couldn't tell 
without seeing the card. 

Senator Dantev. Didn’t you make up the summary from the cards? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, sir; but it is no more than a summary, and 
that is all. 

Senator Danreu. That is exactly why I am asking these questions, 
so that we will interpret the summary. There were 17 cases with 
agitated alcoholic as the ailment, narcotic “MS,” which you say means 
morphine sulfate—‘with AT,” atropine. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DANIEL. Now, are we to draw from this summary that you 
treated the person with the ailment of agitated alcoholic, with mor- 
phine sulfate and atropine? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. Yes; for that episode, some episode in the period 
of that year; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. In other words, at some time you gave that treat- 
ment to this patient for that ailment? 

Dr. FrrepenBerG. For that episode; yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. And, of course, we can’t tell by this summary how 
many times you did it. 

Dr. FrrepENBeERG. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danie. Now, let’s take No. 33, same thing, ‘agitated 
alcoholic,” “MS with AT.”’ Is the same thing true with that patient? 
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Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteLt. Do you have any records showing how many 
times you gave Patient 33 morphine sulfate for ‘‘agitated alcoholic’’ 
treatment? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Not until I could associate the number with the 
card, and look at the card. That is the only way I could do this; 
I can’t do it by the summary. 

Senator Danreu. Doctor, I believe we have shown enough here to 
make it clear that we cannot get the whole picture of this matter from 
this summary, and that you were wise in saying Saturday and Monday 
that vou felt that it would be better that you make the cards available 
to us, as we had first asked. And so, therefore, I am going to ask you 
that you do make the cards available to us, the records on all patients 
on whom you have records showing administration of narcotic drugs 
for the fiscal year we are speaking of, 1953-54. 

You will, of course, make those available to us with the names 
covering them, as you proposed. And that will be in full compliance 
with your subpena with respect to these particular records. 

Now, you may do that any time this week. 

Mr. Ackerty. Mr. Chairman, would you like these delivered to 
the counsel? 

Senator DanrEL. Yes; you may deliver those to counsel. 

The only thing I want to caution you about, Doctor—and I don’t 
think it is really necessary—that you be sure and include all records 
that you have that show the administration of narcotic drugs to a 
patient during this period of time. 

That is understood; is it? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Is it agreeable to handle it in that fashion? 

Mr. AckKERLY. Yes, sir. I did mention to Mr. Gasque that some 
of these cards are current cards, and therefore it will be almost neces- 
sary that the committee not keep them too long. And he said that 
as soon as we turned them over, he would get to work on them, and 
we will be able to assist him in interpreting the cards, in the hope 
that they won’t be retained by the committee too long. 

Senator Danret. That is right. Those that we need to make 
phosotats of, we will make the photostats, and then turn them back 
to you. 

Mr. Acker ty. Very well. 

Senator DanrgeLt. Now, Doctor, do you have the financial records 
there on patient A? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danie. Are those all the financial records you have show- 
ing payment, charges made for services rendered patient A, and 
payment made by her? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I just didn’t hear the last 2 or 3 words, sir. 

Senator Danie. Are those all of the records that you have at 
your office or home or anywhere else, showing the charges made by 
you for services rendered patient A, and payments made by her to 
you? 

Dr. FrieDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And in what form do you have those records? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. On cards; they are on cards. 
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Senator Daniet. Do you keep those cards alphabetically by 
patients? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Patients; they are all alphabetically. 

Senator Daniet. And do you have the total number, or the total 
amounts shown on these cards as charges made by you of Patient A? 
Please give us the period of time those covered. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. From 1948 to 1954. 

Senator DanreL. Give us the total amount of money that you 
charged. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. $3,261. 

Senator DaNnipu. $3,261? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantrev. All right, sir. How much of that was paid 
cash? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. $2,798. 

Senator Danreu. $2,798. How much does she owe you? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. $463. 

Senator Danieu. $463. Now, Doctor, do you have those amounts 
figured by years? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you have them figured by years, so that 
dividing by the figure you thought would be about the correct fee 
for each visit, you can tell us about how many visits you made to her 
each year? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. 1948, six visits. 

Senator DaNnteL. 1948, six visits. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1949, 16 visits. 

Senator Dante. 1949, 16. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1950, 26 visits. 

Senator Danrex. All right. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1951, 45 visits. 

Senator Danrex. All right. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1952, 142 visits. 

Senator Danrex. All right. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1953, 290 visits. 

Senator Danrev. All right. 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. 1954, 128 visits. 

Senator Danret. When did you quit treating her? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. June 2, 1954. 

Senator DANIEL. June 2, 1954. So 128 visits for the first 5 months 
of 1954? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. Yes, sit. 

Senator DanreLt. Now, Doctor, in 1953 there were 290 visits. 
It would appear as if that were more than every other day. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. It seems that in 1953, and then in 1954 also, up 
until the 2d of June 1954, you were making many, many visits to 
this patient, that they had increased in fr equency; right? 

Dr, FriepenserG. According to the figures; yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. And during that time you were treating her 
for alcoholism? 

Dr. FrrepensereG. Not solely; no, sir. 

Senator DanteL. Didn’t you know that during that time she had 
become addicted to some drug, Doctor? 
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Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. No; I didn’t think so, sir. 

Senator Danie. You didn’t think so? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. No. 

Senator Danrex. Did she ever tell you that she just had to have 
you back in order to give her relief? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. She was morbid, disturbed. There are 
some people that if you just go and talk to them 

Senator Dante. I just want to talk about her, Doctor. Didn’t 
you think it was unusual that she would be calling you this often 
during 1953? You don’t purport to say to the committee that you 
have every visit listed, even on those financial cards; do you? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Maybe with a few exceptions not,: but only a 
few exceptions. 

Senator Daniex. Well, according to your memory, there were only a 
few, but will you say to the committee that you do know that you 
might have treated her at times that you do not have listed on these 
financial cards? 

Dr. FrreEpENBERG. That is possible, because some time or other 
she wasn’t paying—I would make a visit, but I didn’t put it down, 
that is true, because she wasn’t paying. 

Senator Danie... So even with the visits that you do have on the 
cards, that was seeing her pretty often, seeing her 290 times in 1953; 
wouldn’t you say? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. It might be quite a few times. 

Senator Daniex. Didn’t you realize that the woman was needing 
you quite often? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Not exactly needing. She probably wanted to 
see me. 

Senator DanreL. What was she wanting, Doctor? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. She would get all upset, and even to come and 
talk to her was often sufficient. 

Senator Danie. Sir? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Even to come and talk to her when she got 
all upset, even to have someone to talk to was often sufficient. 

Senator Danrieu. Did you ever just go and talk to her? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. But often at that time, to be frank with 
you, I would give her an injection of vitamins, because there would 
be days when she wouldn’t eat. 

Senator Daniet. Did you often give her injections of narcotic 
drugs, barbiturates? 

Dr. FrrEDENBERG. NO, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You did give her such injections at various times; 
didn’t you? 

Dr. FrreEDENBERG. At various times, but not often. 

Senator Danret. You had no idea that this woman had become 
addicted to some type of drug that you had given her? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, because even as far as barbiturates, the 
strongest one that she took was phenobarbital, and from a medical 
standpoint we don’t even consider that habit forming, although it 
comes under that classification; it is such a mild type of medicine we 
don’t classify it under that; legally probably so, but not medically. 

Senator Danie. Doctor, did you never suspect that this woman 
had become addicted? 
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Dr. Fr1EDENBERG. NO, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did it ever enter your mind? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. No, sir. 

Senator Danie. You never suspected it, in spite of these frequent 
calls? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. No. 

Senator Danret. What in the world were you treating her for all 
this time? 

Dr. FrreDENBERG. Well, I would say for her general nervousness, 
for upset. 

Senator Danre_. What year was it that you were ill and out of the 
office for a while? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I beg your pardon? 

Senator Danre.. What year was it that you were ill and out of the 
office for an extended period? 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. 1952. 

Senator Danret. How long were you away from your office during 
that period? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I think pretty close to 4 months. 

Senator Danre.. And yet during that year when you were out 4 
months, your records show 142 visits to this woman; isn’t that correct? 

Dr. FRrEDENBERG. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Now, Doctor, the committee is going to ask you 
to furnish it your financial records on all of the 198 patients here 
that you have listed on this summary. Now, you can do that by 
simply referring to your records during the next week and totaling 
the visits or the charges, as you have done in the case of Patient A. 
I believe you have the figures there on patient A by years, and you 
have testified about her. 

Will you please send those up, so that we may examine those 
figures? 

Dr. Friepensera. Did you just want the figures for a definite 
period of time, or the figures as long as they have been patients of 
mine? 

Senator Danrex. Just the figures during the 1953-54 year, during 
that period of time; that is all we are asking for at this time. And I 
may say to you that what we are interested in are the patients that 
you know that you administered narcotics and barbiturates to for 
alcoholism, or for drug addiction. 

Did you ever have any patient who came to you for the treatment 
of drug addiction? 

Dr. FriepensereG. No, sir, I did not. 

Senator Daniev. And you understand what we have requested, 
Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. Ackerty. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think I do. 

It is more of a direction from the Chair, though, than a request; 
is it not? 

Senator Danie. Yes, you may consider it in that way. 

Mr. Ackerzy. Well, in response to the direction of the Chair, we 
will make our best effort, but we would like a little time to comply. 

Senator Daniet. And we could, of course, direct you by subpena, 
and enlarge upon that subpena, but it you are willing to accept that 
direction and proceed accordingly, there will be no necessity of doing 
it by subpena. 
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Mr. AckerRLy. No, sir. 

I think that these records probably would be within the scope of 
the original subpena anyway. 

Senator Danteu. Yes, I would think so. 

Mr. AckERLY. So we will proceed on that basis. 

Senator Danrex. I would think so. And if you will give us the 
report in that fashion, that will shorten the whole proceeding. There 
is no use in us sitting here and going over all the records in that fashion. 

As for the records, bring us those figures which relate to patient A. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I have a question to ask. 

Senator Danie.. Yes. 

Dr. Frrepenserec. I will just take a random number, No. 23 in 
the list. 1 don’t know who it is. Suppose that is a man, wife, and 
family. During that period of time for all treatments—that is the 
way my financial records will show it—whether I treated the child 
for whooping cough or smallpox vaccination, that is all on that 
financial record. 

Did you say only when they received narcotic drugs you wanted 
the statement, or did you want the financial statement for that 
patient during the entire period? 

Senator Dantreu. I want the financial statement for all the patients 
shown on the summary, treated with narcotic drugs or barbiturates, 
or for alcoholism, or for anything here under “ailment”? which indi- 
cates alcoholism, such as delirium tremens. You have told us that 
the words “alcoholism,” ‘agitated alcoholism,” ‘delirium tremens,” 
“agitated alcoholic,” refer to various types of alcoholic patients. Is 
that correct? 


Dr. FriepenBerG. But the point I was trying to bring out, if for 


instance I treated a child, that had nothing to do with alcoholism or 
narcotics during that year, you still want to put him in? 

Senator Danie. No. 

Dr. FriepensereG. That is going to be very difficult, then, to 
separate a family’s account. 

Senator Dante. Well, we can go over it with you by question and 
answers with those records, if you want. But I believe that you can 
eliminate some of the questions by looking at the records. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. I will do the best I can. 

Senator Danrev. Your records will show treatment of a child, how 
many treatments, and you can deduct your business with the child. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Well, going over the charge and financial sheet 
and trying to separate the two, because all of my financial cards— 
there is no separation in there, I will almost have to use a judgment 
on that. 

Senator Danie... Well, will it be easier for you to give the entire 
financial history on these selected patients? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Then it is going to give a false impression, that 
it was done for this type of service, and this type of service only. 

Senator Danrex. Allright. Let’s do it, if we are to leave a correct 
impression on the 57 patients that you have listed under some ailment 
which means alcoholism, some degree of alcoholism. 

Dr. FriepENBERG. Just alcoholism, not 198 cases? 

Senator Daniet. No, just the ones that refer to alcoholism. But 
I would like for you now to add any of them as you go over them, 
any of the 198 that you find also were treated for alcoholism, in addi- 
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tion to whatever ailments you have down here; add those as you go 
along, will you? 

Dr. FriepENBERG. I am trying to get clear what you want, so I 
won’t bring a misinterpretation. 

Senator Danret. Do you understand what the committee wants 
now? asd 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Yes. Only those cases that have to do with 
alcoholism. 

Senator Dang... Yes, sir. 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. You take patient No. 1, he got more narcotics 
than any other patient, for cancer of the rectum. You don’t want 
that financial report at all; is that correct? 

Senator Dante. That is right; unless you treated that patient 
for alcoholism. 

Dr. Frrepenrerea. No, there was no alcoholism in that family at 
all. 

Senator Danie. No. 2, you want the financial report on that 
patient only. If you refer back to the card, you will see that you 
also treated that patient for alcoholism; is that clear? 

Dr. FrrepENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danizxt. There are only 57 here that say alcoholism in 
some degree. We want those. We also want any additional ones 
that, when we go back and recheck the cards, you also find that you 
treated for alcoholism. Is that clear, the last part that I said? 

Dr. FrinpENBERG. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. In other words, in rechecking the cards, if you 
find you have one down here for arthritis only, No. 10, but you find 
that on your cards you also treated No. 10 for alcoholism, then we 
want financial records on No. 10. 

Dr. FrrepenserG. Then you want the financial records, say, of 
No. 10, on a separate statement; is that it? 

Senator DanrEL. Yes. 

Dr. FRIEDENBERG. I mean, on each one of these, where they were 
treated for alcoholism, you want a separate treatment for each 
individual one? 

Senator Danigex. Yes, sir. Do you understand now? 

Dr. FrRIEDENBERG. Yes. 

Senator DanreL. You may stand aside, subject to call of the 
Chair. 

Mr. Ackrerty. We are excused for the day, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator DanreL. You are excused for the day; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ackerzy. On these financial records, may | ask one question? 

You just want the total that we gave you for patient A? 

Senator Danie.. That is correct. And we ask you, of course, for 
the cards supporting it. We will get that at a later date. 

Mr. Acker.y. I do have the cards here for patient A, if the com- 
mittee wants them. 

Senator Dante. Well, we would like to have those cards just for 
a day or so. 

Mr. Ackerty. I will turn these over to the Chair also. 

Senator Danrev. And do you have the figures that you worked up? 

Mr. AckerRLy. Yes. 

Senator Danrex. Will you turn those over to the committee? 

Do you have a copy of that, Doctor? 
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Dr. FriepENBERG. I don’t have a copy. 

Senator Daniet. We will make a copy and send it to you. 

Mr. Acxerty. I have a copy, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DanreL. When may we expect the patient records, Counsel 
and Dr. Friedenberg? 

Mr. AckerR.Ly. The patient records—are you going to want us to 
go over them, Mr. Chairman, with Mr. Gasque, or just leave them 
with him? 

Senator DantrEL. Just leave them with him. 

Mr. AckrerR.Ly. We will probably be in with them by the end of 
the week. 

an DanteEu. You will leave them with him by the end of the 
week? 

Mr. AcKERLY. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ackerzy. I would just like to say this, Mr. Chairman. Dr. 
Friedenberg has tried, and will continue to try, to comply with any 
request that the committee makes, because anything that we can 
produce to this committee to show how reckless and irresponsible 
were the comments—— 

Senator Dante. Just a minute, Mr. Ackerly. I didn’t recognize 
you for a statement. You are not under oath, and I am not going to 
permit statements. 

Mr. Acxerty. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Danrexv. Down to the point of your wanting to cooperate, 
we do appreciate that. 

Mr. AcKERLY. We will continue. 

Senator Danrez. All right. William Douglas. 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM DILLARD DOUGLAS, JR., ACCOMPANIED 
BY J. LEON WILLIAMS, HIS ATTORNEY—Resumed 


Senator Danrex. Mr. Reporter, let the record show that we are 
recalling for resumption of his testimony, William Dillard Douglas; 
is that correct? That is your full name? 

Mr. Dovetas. Junior. 

Senator Danrex. Junior. 

Now, Douglas, you told this committee the last time you appeared 
before it under oath, and you are still under oath, you understand 
that 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. That you had never seen any heroin. 

Mr. Dovauas. I said to my knowing. 

Senator Dante. ‘To my knowing’’? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is what I said. 

Senator Dovetas. You mean you had never seen any heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. Knowingly. 

Senator Danigu. Yes. 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danruz. I believe you told the committee you had never 
used any heroin yourself? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danra.. Is that correct? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 
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Senator Dante.. I will ask you over again, have you ever used any 
heroin yourself? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I haven’t. 

Senator Danreu. Have you ever been addicted to heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas...No, I have not. 

Senator DanrEu. I use the word “heroin” all the way through the 
previous examination. I want to refer also to other words that are 
used, according to the testimony before this committee, in the nar- 
cotics traffic, referring to heroin, and I am going to list them here for 
you: “Junk,” “stuff,” “H,” “horse,” and ‘‘smack.” Have you ever 
used any of these? Have you ever used any of these drugs or anything 
referred to by those names? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator Danret. Any one of those names? 

Mr. Dove.tas. No, I have not. 

Senator Danrev. You have heard heroin spoken of as “junk,” 
haven’t you? 

Mr. Dovenas. I guess I have heard of it; I have read it or heard 
of it. 

Senator Danrex. That is right. 

Mr. Dovetas. That is a definition. 

Senator Danret. And you have heard of heroin referred to as 
“stuff’’? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have heard it referred to many things. 

Senator Daniret. Many things. In common parlance, in common 
language, slang, they refer to heroin as stuff; is that right? 

Mr. Demian That is the way I have heard it. 

Senator Daniet. Yes. You have heard people refer to it as stuff; 
haven’t you? 

Mr. Dove tas. Jn other words, I have beard them saying some- 
thing about stuff and smack. 

Senator Danre.. But you knew what they meant; did you not? 

Mr. Dovetas. J didn’t know exactly what they meant. As you 
showed it, the definition was heroin. I didn’t know exactly what they 
meant when they said ‘smack,’ whether it was heroin or whatever 
other sort of intoxication it might be. 

Senator Danie. You knew it as some kind of narcotic drug; didn’t 
you? 

Mr. Dovatas. J took it for granted if I heard them say it. 

Senator DanieL. How did you know they were talking about 
heroin when they said “‘horse?”’ 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know whether—I don’t recall an instance 
where I have heard anyone specially saying anything about heroin as 
“horse.”’ 

Senator Danret. Have you ever heard it referred to as “horse?” 

Mr. Dovatas. I could have; I am not saying for sure. 

Senator Dantiex. All right. Have you ever heard anyone refer to 
heroin as “smack?” 

Mr. Dovatas. I could have. 

Senator Dantet. You have referred to it yourself as “smack,” 
haven’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. Not that I recall, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Not that you recall. But you would know what 
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a person was talking about if they were talking about some “‘smack,”’ 
wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I wouldn’t say; I couldn’t say that, Senator, because 
I wouldn’t know if the person come up to say something to me about 
“smack” I wouldn’t know what he was just talking about, just saying 
“smack.” 

Senator DanteL. What about if they refer to it as “H,’’ would you 
know what they referred to? : 

Mr. Dovetas. I couldn’t say, Senator. 

Senator DanreL. The only two terms that you say you would know 
what they would be talking about if they used them were “junk”’ and 
“stuff,”’ is that right? 

Mr. Dovatas. I heard it like that; yes, I would. 

Senator Danixx. In other words, if someone told you they wanted 
some ‘‘stuff’’ you would know they were talking about heroin, wouldn’t 
you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I guess I would, Senator. 

Senator DanteL. Now, you don’t guess; you know, don’t you? 

Mr. Doveuas. If they say some “stuff,’”’ I guess that is what they 
would be talking about. 

Senator DanigeL. They would be talking about and they were 
talking about heroin. You have used the word “stuff” yourself? 

Mr. Doveuas. I would ask them more to tell me; I would ask them 
to tell me more specific, be more specific, if someone would ask me for 
some “‘stuff,’’ I couldn’t tell them whether it was a grocer or anything 
that is “‘stuff.’’ 

Senator DanieL. Douglas, remember you are under oath. 

Mr. Dovetas. I am; 1 understand that. 

Senator Dante. Let us come back to that one more time. Don’t 
you know you would not ask anybody to use the-term “heroin’”’? In 
common parlance the people dealing with this don’t talk about heroin, 
they talk about “stuff” and ‘‘junk”’ and these nicknames; don’t they? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know about the people that is dealing with 
them. 

Senator Danrev. Well, I am talking about people who are talking 
about it then. 

Mr. Doveuas. That is what I am trying to say, Senator. If the 
person would have to be more specific about what he is saying, if he is 
telling me ‘‘stuff,”’ because I would want to know what he was talking 
about myself. 

Senator DanieL. What have you meant when you were talking 
about “stuff” to the people? 

Mr. Doveuas. I don’t recall talking about “stuff”? to any people. 

Senator DanreL. Would you swear to this committee you never 
did talk to anybody about some “‘stuff’’? 

Mr. Dovatas. I say I do not recall talking to anyone, cannot recall 
carrying on a conversation, with anyone about any “stuff.” 

Senator Danie. How in the world do you know what is meant by 
the slang term “stuff’’? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have said I have heard. 

Senator Danrext. You have heard that term meant heroin, is that 
right? 

Mr. Doveauas. I did not specify what it meant; I say I have heard 
people making different phrases about intoxicating things or as far 
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is, like you say, it might be heroin, marihuana; it might be anything 
as far as “‘stuff,’’ it could be whisky, anything, so far as intoxicating. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever use the word “‘stuff’’ in connection 
with what I am talking about? 

Mr. Dowguias. Not that I can recall, Senator. 

Senator Danie. How do you know what other people were talking 
about when they would talk about “‘stuff’’? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not know what they were talking about; that 
is what I am giving you to understand. 

Senator Danret. Why do you think it might have been heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not think it was heroin. 

Senator Danrex. You did not think it was heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not think it was any specific thing. 

Senator Danie. Well, why do you think that “junk’”’ refers to 
heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. I didn’t know whether “junk”’ refers especially to 
heroin. 

Senator’ DaniEL. Now, Douglas, you have said to this committee 
that you never saw heroin? 

Mr. Dova.as. That is correct. 

Senator D.: \NIEL. Have you seen any drug referred to under any of 
these names, “junk,” “stuff,” “H,”’ “horse, ” or “smack’’? 

Mr. Doveras. Not to my knowi ing, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Have you ever used any of these drugs, heroin or 
any other drug under the name of heroin, “junk,” “stuff,” “H,” 
“horse,”’ or ‘“‘smack’’? 

Mr. Douatas. I never used any drugs. 

Senator Danie. At any time? 

Mr. Dovatas. Unless it was in a hospital some place when being 
operated upon. 

Senator DanreL. Were you arrested for housebreaking on February 
26, 1951? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was. 

Senator Dante. Is your nickname Billy? 

Mr. Dovatas. I beg pardon? 

Senator Dante. Billy? B-i-l-l-y, is that your nickname? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Didn’t you tell the arresting officers that you were 

drug addict, that you used heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to consult my attorney, sir, but that 
statement right there was made under circumstances, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Well, I am asking you did you tell the arresting 
officers or anyone at the Metropolitan Police Department that you 
were a drug addict? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did under the circumstances; I was being inter- 
rogated. 

Senator Danis. Yes. And you told them you used heroin, didn’t 
you? 

Mr. Dovetas. Upon force of being, to be made—being beat, that 
is what happened; I was whipped. 

Senator Danie. You were what? 

Mr. Dovetas. I was whipped. 

Senator Danret. Who whipped you? 
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Mr. Dovetas. By the officers upon the time I was arrested in a 
car until I got to the precinct, and at the precinct I was whipped 
continuously, and there I was told by an inmate that if—the only 
reason they would let up on me would be to admit I was an addict. 
Upon that I admitted I was an addict, and upon the examination there 
was no indication that I was an addict, and also when I was reported 
to Dr. Zuckerman at the bospital, I was sent back to the cell block, 
showing I had no indications of being a dope addict whatsoever. 

Senator Danie... Who arrested you on February 26, 1951? 

Mr. Dovetas. They were officers. 

Senator Daniget. Do you know their names? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know their names. 

Senator Danrex. Do you see any of them in the room today? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not the arresting officers. There were some detec- 
tives at the precinct. 

Senator Danret. What? 

Mr. Doveuas. There were some detectives at the precinct. I 
think one of them is over there. 

Senator DanrgeL. Which one? 

Mr. Dovetas. I think that is one there; I am not sure. That was 
in 1951. 

Senator Dante. Well, which one? Just point him out and I will 
have him stand up. 

Mr. Dovetas. The one sitting in the corner. 

Senator Danrgx. All right. Will you stand, please, sir? 

Mr. Dovetas. I think that is the one. 

Senator Dantet. Look him over good because I am going to ask 
him for sure. Is that he? 

Mr. Dovetas. It resembles him, sir. 

Senator Danret. What is your name, sir? 

Lieutenant Hrrr. Albert B. Hitt. 

Senator Dante. Are you a member of the Metropolitan Police? 

Lieutenant Hirr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. In what capacity? 

Lieutenant Hrrr. I am a lieutenant. 

Senator Dantet. Were you the arresting officer of this man on 
February 26, 1951? 

Lieutenant Hrrr. No, sir. 

Senator Dantex. Did you see him on that day? 

Lieutenant Hirr. I saw him either that night or the following 
morning at headquarters. 

Senator Dante.. All right. 

Does that look like one of the men you are talking about? 

Mr. Dovatas. It looks like one of the officers at the precinct, 
detective, that was at the precinct. 

Senator Danigeu. Did he whip you? 

Mr. Dovetas. Two or three of them. 

Senator Danrev. Did this man here whip you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I could not say that he laid a hand on me. I was 
whipped by 2 or 3 detectives there, and I can’t say just exactly 
which ones. I don’t know—I know I seen him when I was arrested, 
but I can’t say for sure that he hit me. 

Senator DanreL. You cannot say for sure that he hit you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I cannot. 
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Senator Danret. Well, can you identify anybody else who hit you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I was hit upon the time that I was put into the 
police car; they had spectators. 

Senator Danie. Did you fight at them first? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, sir; I was just 

Senator Danrex. Tell us just about what happened. 

Mr. Doveuas. I was picked up at Episcopal Hospital. 

Senator DanreL. Where? 

Mr. Dovetas. Episcopal Hospital. 

Senator DanreL. What were you doing there? 

Mr. Doveuas. I was apprehended by one of the handymen, I 
think it was there, and was—they called the police at headquarters. 

Senator DanreL. What had you been doing at the hospital? 

Mr. Dovaeuas. What had I been doing? I was apprehended there; 
I broke into a home. 

Senator Danie. You broke into a home? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is right. 

Senator DanreLt. What home? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know the address, but it was located on 
Massachusetts Avenue. 

Senator DanieL. What did you do in the home? 

Mr. Dovatas. Nothing; entered. 

Senator DanteL. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. Nothing, other than enter the home. 

Senator DanteL. You Woks into the home for what purpose? 


Mr. Dove.as. For taking; in order to take something. 
Senator Danret. What did you take? 
Mr. Dovatas. I didn’t take anything at that time because someone 


walked in. 

Senator Danret. Oh, someone walked in? 

Mr. Dovauas. That is right. 

Senator Danrev. All right. And then you ran? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator Danie. You ran over to the Episcopal Hospital? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator DanreLt. And you were apprehended there? Did some- 
body catch you? 

Mr. Dove tas. I stopped, and not the officer but the person whose 
apartment it belonged to, came up and asked this other fellow to 
help him to hold me. 

Senator DanreL. What property? You say the property belonged 
to—what property? 

Mr. Dovcuas. The person whose home I broke into. 

Senator Danie. I see. Then the police officers came and got you? 

Mr. Doveuas. The police officers came and got me. 

Senator Danrev. Did they whip you while vou were there? 

Mr. Dovetas. When I got ready to go into the car the arresting 
officer pushed me into the car, and I said not to push like that, and 
when he got in he said, what did I say? He said, ‘Wait until we get 
you at the headquarters,” and I say, “‘What are you going to do at 
headquarters?” and that is when he bust me in my mouth, and they 
had 4 or 5 people there, but I couldn’t get nobody’s names, and they 
pulled out, and I couldn’t get any names. 

Senator Dantrex. A lot of people were standing around and saw that? 





1166 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


Mr. Doveuas. There was. 

Senator Danie... They saw when the officer busted you in the 
mouth? 

Mr. Dovetas. There was. 

Senater Dantet. And then they teok you on up to the head- 
quarters? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not to headquarters; I think it was No. 3 on 
K Street. 

Senator Dante. What did they do on the way, hit you any 
more? 

Mr. Dovetas. They hit me before I got out of the police car. 

Senator Danisex. Who hit you then? 

Mr. Doveuas. The officer. 

Senator Danieu. The same one? 

Mr. Dovauas. The same one; the one that was—— 

Senator DanteL. What did he hit you for that time? 

Mr. Dovetas. He said I was trying to be smart or something; 
talking out. of.turn or something like that. 

Senator DanieL. What were you doing? What were you saying? 

Mr. Doveuas. What was I saying? 

Senator Danieu. Yes. 

Mr. Dovatas. I asked him to not be hitting on me; that is what I 
asked him, not to be hitting on me, and that seemed to be offensive to 
him, and he hit me again just to prove that asking him didn’t mean 
anything, so naturally I was going to shield myself. 

Senator Danteu. You did shield yourself? 

Mr. Dovauas. I tried my best, the best of my ability to shield 
myself. 

Senator Danie... In what way? 

Mr. Dovaetas. By holding my hands up. 

Senator DanieL. Were you handcuffed? 

Mr. Doveatas. No, I was not. 

Senator Dantet. All right. Then what happened? 

Mr. Dovetas. When I got to the precinct I was taken upstairs, and 
thereupon, being upstairs, police officers, again they said they were 
going to bring a woman in for a lineup, and I was in the room by 
myself, and I asked them why should they line me up. There was no 
one else there, and that is when he asked the man who identified me 
breaking in the house, that is when he asked him to step out, to step 
out of the room, and he knocked me up against the cabinet. 

Senator Dantex. All right. Did the same man hit you again? 

Mr. Doveuas. He did. 

Senator Dantet. The same man? All right. What else was done 
to you? 

Mr. Dove.as. That is when he went outside, and a fellow came in, 
another fellow came in, and he went out, a detective was there at the 
typewriter when he came back in to talk to another fellow who was 
already in there, when he asked all of them to leave out. 

Senator Danrex. All right. What did he do? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is when he told me I had better go ahead and 
tell them people that I was an addict because that is the only way they 
would stop hitting on me, whipping on me. 

Senator DanteL. Who was it that told you to tell them you were 
an addict? 
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Mr. Dovetas. A fellow who was sitting inside the precinct room, 
writeup room, in the detectives’ room. 

Senator Danrev. Did a detective tell you that? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; a fellow who was already in there. 

Senator DanreL. Who was in there? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir; he was no detective. 

Senator DanreL. Was he 

Mr. Doveatas. A public citizen. 

Senator Danreu. A public citizen? Who was he? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know who he was. 

Senator Danieu. He just said, ‘You tell them you are a drug addict 
and they will quit fooling with you?” 

Mr. Dovetas. He says, ‘‘Why don’t you tell them you are a drug 
addict and they will stop hitting on you.” 

Senator WELKER. Who was this man and how was he dressed? 

Mr. Dovetas. That has been about 5 years ago. 

Senator WreLKeEr. All right, 5 years ago. 

Mr. Dovetas. He had a shirt and a pair of pants. 

Senator WELKER. He had a shirt on? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is right. 

Senator WELKER. What else did he have on? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is all I can recall. 

Senator WELKER. He did not have any pants on? 

Mr. Dovatas. I said pants. 

Senator WELKER. Shoes, or was he barefooted? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, he had shoes on; he was dressed. 

Senator WELKER. What color shoes? 

Mr. Dovetas. I can’t recall what color shoes. 

Senator WreLkeR. Did he have socks on? 

Mr. Dovetas. I didn’t look at him that way, and 1 was—my eyes 
wasn’t able to look at him that good. 

Senator WELKER. Your eyes were what? 

Mr. Dovatas. I had been whipped. 

Senator WeLker. You really had been whipped? 

Mr. Dovetas. Sir? 

Senator WeLkKErR. You really had been whipped, you say? 

Mr. Dove.as. I had been whipped. 

Senator WELKER. Now, keep in mind, Mr. Witness, I came in late 
here, and I may be repeating something, but I would like to hear the 
story. The officers whipped you, and you told the chairman about 
that, have you? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Were you bleeding at the eyes or were your eyes 
closed? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I was not bleeding at the eyes. 

Senator WELKER. What did they hit you with? 

Mr. Dovatas. They hit me with their fists. 

Senator WELKER. Just a fist? 

Mr. Dovatas. The hand. 

Senator WELKER. Just his hand? 

Mr. Dovauas. A fist and a hand. 

Senator WELKER. Just one officer hit your 

Mr. Dovetas. One officer. 

Senator WeLtKEeR. What did you do after that? 
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Mr. Dovetas. What did I do? 

Senator WeLKER. How many times did he hit you? 

Mr. Dovetas. Well, he hit me numerous times from the time I was 
arrested, from the time he first arrested me. 

Senator WELKER. What was this officer’s name? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know his name, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Did you complain to anybody about that? 

Mr. Doveuas. At the hospital when I went to the hospital at 
District jail. 

Senator We.Lker. District jail. 

Who did you complain to at the hospital? 

Mr. Dovetas. I made a statement at—they call you first for a 
“short arm” examination and then you are allowed to write a state- 
ment, that they have an inmate come in there, and ask you whether 
or not you had ever been hit by—how you have been treated while 
you were in the hands of a police precinct. 

Senator WeLkerR. And you wrote that out fully? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not write it out; he did. 

Senator WELKER. Who did? 

Mr. Dovetas. I just made the statement, an inmate. 

Senator WeLker. The man there? 

Mr. Dove.tas. An inmate. 

Senator WeL_kerR. An inmate who was in there receiving you? 

Mr. Dovcutas. Yes; at the District jail. 

Senator WeLker. Will you tell is what you said to that inmate 
who wrote it? 

Mr. Dovetas. To the best of my knowledge I told him I had 
been whipped by an officer. 

Senator WeLxkeEr. To the best of your knowledge—let us have the 
knowledge. You know whether or not you were whipped or not; 
you know whether or not you told him anything. Let us have it. 

a Dovatas. I said I told him that I fell’ boon whipped by an 
officer. 

Senator We.Lker. Did he write it down? 

Mr. Dovatuas. I guess he did, sir. 

Senator WeL_KeR. You guess he did; do you know whether he did 
or did not? 

Mr. Doveuas. He was writing; I didn’t look on the paper. He was 
between the bar; he is on one side of the bar and I am on the other, 
and he had the paper like up this, and I couldn’t see whether he was 
writing. 

Senator WreL_ker. You do not know whether he wrote it down? 

Mr. Dovetas. He was writing. 

Senator WELKER. You do not know whether he wrote down you 
were whipped by them or do you know? 

Mr. Doveatas. I say I don’t know. 

Senator WreLker. You were in pretty good health when you got 
up to the hospital? 

Mr. Dovatas. I beg your pardon? 

Senator WreLkeR. You were not in bad shape, were you, when you 
got up there? 

Mr. Dovatas. Bad shape; I had pains, if we can call it—I wasn’t 
disabled. 

Senator WeL_ker. Where did you have your pais? 
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Mr. Dove.as. One on my ear, one on my eye, one on my leg. 

Senator WELKER. On your leg? How did your leg get hurt? 

Mr. Dovatas. By being hit on it. 

Senator WeLkeEr. He hit you with a fist on the leg? 

Mr. Dovetas. On my muscles. 

Senator We_kerR. He was not a very straight puncher then, I 
take it? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is the way you get whipped. 

Senator WELKER. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is the way you get whipped. 

Senator WeLkER. That is the way you get what? 

Mr. Dovuetas. Whipped. 

Senator WELKER. You get whipped by getting hit on the leg? 

Mr. Dovatas. Various parts of the body. 

Senator WELKER. Anybody else that you have told this to? 

Mr. Dovetas. Only to the inmate. 

Senator WELKER. Just to the inmate who wrote it down? 

Mr. Dovetas. And made a statement. 

Senator WeLkER. Who supposedly wrote it down. You do not 
know whether he wrote it down or not? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator WetkmER. Did you tell it to anybody else? 

Mr. Dovetas. To no one else, except the doctor upon examining 
me, he asked me. 

Senator Wetxer. Let us find out about the doctor. What was 
his name? 

Mr. Dovetas. Dr. Zuckerman. 

Senator Weiker. Dr. Zuckerman? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. When did he examine you? 

Mr. Dovatas. He examined me the day after my commitment to 
the District jail. 

Senator WELKER. What did he say to you? 

Mr. Dovatas. He asked me what was my illness and where did I 
hurt, and I told him, and thereupon he examined me. 

Senator WELKER. I am having trouble hearing you. 

Mr. Dovatas. I said he asked me my ailments and thereupon, 
after telling him, he examined me. 

Senator Wetxker. And you told him how you got your ailment? 

Mr. Dovauas. I did. 

Senator WeLKerR. What did you tell him? 

Mr. Dovetas. I told him that I had been whipped by an officer. 

Senator WeLker. Did he tell you where it took place? 

Mr. Dovetas. Where it took place? 

Senator WeLker. Where it took place. 

Mr. Dovatas. I did. 

Senator WeLker. The exact address? 

Mr. Dovatas. He didn’t ask me the exact address, 

Senator We.ker. Well, whether he asked you or not 

Mr. Dovuauas. I told him. 

Senator WELKER (continuing). Did you tell him? 

Mr. Dovatas. I told him that I got whipped in the precinct, and 
that was all there was to it. Thereupon he examined me. 

Senator WELKER. What precinct was this you told him? 
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Mr. Dovetas. As I recall it was the third precinct; I don’t know 
the exact number, but I recall where the location is, on K Street next 
to the market, No. 3. 

Senator WELKER. Were you outside or were you inside? 

Mr. Doveuas. I was outside first when the whipping first started: 
I was out on 15th Street at the hospital where I was apprehended at. 

Senator WELKER. Why were you apprehended? 

Mr. Dovauas. I was apprehended because I had broken into an 
apartment house. 

Senator WELKER. Broke into an apartment house? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. And that was a plainclothesman who-.came out 
there? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, he was not. 

Senator WeL_ker. Uniformed policeman? 

Mr. Dovetas. Uniformed policeman. 

Senator WreLker. And he did the whipping of you? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

a We ker. And he caught you in the apartment house, 
did he? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, he did not catch me in the apartment house. 

Senator WeLker. Did you tell him you had broken into the apart- 
ment house? 

Mr. Dovetas. The complaining witness told him that; the com- 
plainant told him that. 

Senator WELKER. What did you say? 

Mr. Dove tas. I acknowledged that I had broken into the apart- 
ment house. 

Senator WELKER. You acknowledged it? 

Mr. Dovetas. I didn’t tell him so; I just acknowledged it. 

Senator WELKER. Well, you sichtiowhenaed it. I think that is 
pretty close to telling him, is it not? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is right. 

Senator WeL_Ker. You want this committee to believe, after you 
acknowledged you committed burglary, that an officer turned around 
and beat you up to make you admit that you were a dope addict; is 
that your testimony? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, Senator. 

Senator We.LKer. All right, then you correct me since I came in 
late. 

Mr. Doveuas. I do not know the other Senator’s name. 

Senator WELKER. How is that? 

Mr. Gasque. Senator Daniel. 

Mr. Dovetas. Senator Daniel asked me how I made the statement 
that I was a dope addict. 

Senator Danigv. Let us go back just a little more than that for 
Senator Welker’s benefit. 

He testified at the last hearing, and here again today, that he never 
used any kind of narcotic drug, especially heroin. 

We went over all that, and then I asked him if he did not tell the 
officers on this date of arrest that he was a drug addict, and that he 
used heroin, and that is how that connects it up. 

Senator WELKER. I see. 

Did you tell him whether you used any other kind of narcotic? 
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Mr. Dove tas. I didn’t tell him that I used any kind of narcotic. 

Senator WELKER. You did not tell him anything? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not any kind. I don’t specify that I used any kind 
of narcotics. He asked me did I use narcotics, and after the fellow 
told me to tell him something to stop this beating, stop me from being 
whipped, I told him, yes. He asked me to roll up my sleeves. There- 
upon I rolled up my sleeves, and there was no indication, no marks 
or anything because I had never used any. So he told me to roll my 
sleeves back down and sit down. 

Senator WELKER. You rolled up your sleeves for him? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct. 

Senator WreLKeER. Did you tell him anything about how many 
narcotics you used? Did he force you to tell him that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I think I| told him 1 or 2, something like that. 
Senator WELKER. You told him you thought you used 1 or 2 what? 
Mr. Dovetas. One or two a day. He asked me what did I use. 
told him 1 or 2aday. He told me to sit back down. 
Senator WELKER. Do you mean pieces or ounces or caps or what? 
Mr. Dovetas. I did not know about the narcotics. I just said 
1 or 2, and he said to sit back down because I didn’t know nothing 
about no narcotics. 

Senator WELKER. I see. 

Did you tell him anything about how you took these? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. I did not, because I wasn’t taking any. 

Senator WELKER. You say your arms are pretty clear, aren’t they? 

Mr. Doveutas. Sir? 

Senator WELKER. Your arms are clear of any needle marks. 

Mr. Dovetas. They always have been clear. 

Senator We.tker. They always have been. Most snorter’s arms 
are clear, are they not? 

Mr. Dovatas. Well, I have never snorted any. 

Senator WELKER. Do you know what a snorter is? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have heard of them snorting. 

Senator We.ker. Allright. Whatisasnorter? Let us hear that. 

Mr. Dovatas. Well, a snorter is something that has to do with 
your nose. 

Senator WELKER. Has to do with the nose? 

Mr. Doveutas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You know what it is, do you not? 

Mr. Dovetas. Sir? 

Senator WELKER. You know what a snorter is. Come on and tell 
me what a snorter is. 

Mr. Doveatas. I have heard of snorters. He takes an intoxication 
or a drug through his nose. 

Senator WELKER. Do you know how they do it? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have heard like it is snorted. 

Senator WeLker. All right. How did you hear? What did you 
hear a snorter was? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is what I said; I heard a snorter was taking 
drugs through his nose. 

Senator WELKER. All right. They keep their hands in a little 
hollow, and suck something in their nose. 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know. 

Senator We.ker. There is not anything funny here. 
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Mr. Dovectas. I am not laughing at that. I just say I do not know 
how they do that. 

Senator We_krer. You are pretty careful about all your other 
answers given the squad at that time, were you, Billy? 

Mr. Dovauas. I beg your pardon, sir? 

Senator WeLKer. You were careful about giving him truthful 
answers on everything else? 

Mr. Dovauas. I was. 

Senator WeLker. How is that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You gave him your correct name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator WeL_ker. You gave him your correct date of birth? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator WeLKeR. You give him your correct address? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator WeLker. Did you give him any reason why you might be 
classed as an addict? 

Mr. Dovetas. At the time I wasn’t asked. 

Senator We.ker. I did not ask you that. Did you give him any 
reason after he had beaten you up, as you say, as to why you became 
an addict? 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator WreL_ker. You did not say a thing? 

Mr. Douetas. No; I did not. 

Senator WeLker. You didn’t tell him you had been ill and had to 
go on the ‘“‘junk”’ to help you out? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I did not. 

Senator WeLker. As a matter of fact, you told him you became an 
addict because of your association; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t recall telling him that. 

Senator WeLker. You do not recall that? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I do not. 

Senator WeLker. You recall everything else pretty well, but you 
do not recall that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not recall telling him that. 

Senator WeLxer. You told him the day of your birth, residence, 
and your marital status, and the amount of your education; do you 
remember that? 

Mr. Doveatas. I may have told him that, sir, the amount of my 
education. The question extends to the amount of education prob- 
ably, and I might have told him that, the extent of my education. 

Senator We.ker. Billy, do you know where you are coasting right 
now? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I do not, sir. 

Senator WreLker. Did you ever hear of the crime of perjury? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes; I have. 

Senator WreL_ker. Do you know what it is? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, I do, sir. 

Senator Wex.Ler. What is it? 

Mr. Dovaetas. There is someone lying under oath. 

Senator We.ker. Did you lie down there to that policeman? 
You lied and confessed to an infamous crime, a crime of being a dope 
addict, because he swatted you a couple of times; is that correct? 
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Mr. Dovetas. It was enough to lie about anything, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Sir? 

Mr. Dovetas. The whipping I got was enough to lie to anything. 

It was enough to lie about candle sir. 

Senator WELKER. Sir? 

Mr. Dovatas. The whipping I got was enough to lie to anything. 

Senator WeLkerR. You mean to tell me that you are so brave a man 
that a man hit you three times, once in the leg, once in the eye—— 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not say once in each place, sir. 

Senator We.ker. Oh, he hit you 2 or 3 times? 

Mr. Dovetas. I gave you the places where I was hit at, sir. 

Senator WeLker. All right. 

Now tell me about your eyes; how many times were you hit in 
the eye? 

Mr. Dovetas. I recall once in the eye because I had a cut on my 
eye where he hit me with his ring. 

Senator WeLker. He hit you with a ring? 

Mr. Dovatas. The ring was on his finger. 

Senator WreLkerR. Was that the only time he hit you in the eye? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is the only time I can recall being hit in the eye. 

Senator WeLker. Where else did he hit you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I got hit a couple of times on the side of my head 
and one side of the ear, and I told him not to hit me on the ear because 
I had a mastoid not too long ago. 

Senator WELKER. You asked him not to hit you because of a 
mastoid operation? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You were alert? You were not very ill at that 
time to inform him that you had a mastoidectomy or a mastoid 
operation then? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was trying to protect myself. 

Senator WrLKER. You were trying to protect yourself, but you 
were pretty well alert, weren’t you, at that time? 

Mr. Dovueuas. As far as my hearing was in jeopardy if I kept on 
getting hit up there on the side of the head. 

Senator WELKER. I am not talking about your hearing in jeopardy; 
[ am talking about the fact you were smart enough to tell this com- 
mittee you told him not to hit you in the ear because you had a 
mastoidectomy. 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Were you ever at any time knocked unconscious 
by this man? 

Mr. Dovaetas. No; I was not. 

Senator WmLKER. You were perfectly conscious all the time? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes; I was. 

Senator WELKER. Were you ever knocked off your feet? 

Mr. Dovetas. I was. 

Senator WELKER. Did you get up of your own volition? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes; I was, with the help of the officer telling me to 
get up and pulling my arm. 

Senator WELKER. He pulled your arm and you got up. What did 
he do then, knock you down again? 


, Mr. Doveatas. No; he did not; he hit me, but he did not knock me 
aown. 
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Senator WELKER. After you had gone down once, he hit you again, 
and you did not go down that time? 

Mr. Dove.tas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Then your testimony before this committee when 
you readily confessed that you were a dope addict, had been one for a 
year, and that you took from 6 to 8 capsules of heroin every day for 
your habit? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, sir; I do not recall. 

Senator WELKER. Sir? 

Mr. Dova.tas. I do not recall telling the officer anything like that. 
I am sure I did not tell the officer anything like that. 

Senator WeLker. What was your mode of operation outside of 
burgling at that time? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was a porter, as I can recall, at that time. 

Senator WrLker. A porter? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not at that time, but I just lost a job as a porter. 

Senator WELKER. You just lost a job. Where were you at as a 
porter? 

Mr. Dovetas. I think it was the S & A Liquor Store on Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. 

Senator WeLker. That is a liquor house? 

Mr. Doveatas. That ts a liquor store. 

Senator WeLker. And you had lost your job prior thereto? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator WeLker. How long? 

Mr. Dovauas. How long did I work there? 

ary We ker. How: long before that had you lost your job, 
Billy? 

Mr. Dovatas. That had been about a month, I would say. 

Senator WreLkrer. About a month? 

Mr. Doveuas. Yes. 

Senator Wreikur. What did you do for eating after you lost your 

job? 
' Mr. Dovetas. Well, I was—my ear—I had the mastoid trouble; 
that is when I had mastoid trouble again and, therefore, my ear was 
running; I had a running of the ear, and, therefore, I had to take 
treatments at the Episcopal Hospital. 

Senator WELKER. You took treatments at the Episcopal Hospital? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. That was given to you gratis, free? 

Mr. Doveuas. Where you have a card or something like a welfare 
card. I think you pay about 50 cents. 

Senator WeLker. And were you married at that time? 

Mr. Dovetas. Married? No, I was not, sir. 

Senator WreL_ker. Are you married now? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I am not, sir. 

Senator We.ker. Where are you getting your money now to 
live on? 

Mr. Dovetas. You say where am I getting my money now? 

Senator WELKER. Yes; now. 

Mr. Dovatas. | would like to consult my attorney. 

Senator WeLkerR. You what? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to consult my attorney. 

Senator We.ker. Well, you certainly do that because if he knows 
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more about it than you do I would be happy to have him do that. 

(The witness confers with his attorney.) 

Senator WELKER. Now that you have refreshed your memory as 
to how you are making a living and eating now——— 

Mr. Dovatas.-I have not refreshed my memory, sir; but I am 
living with my mother at the present time. 

Senator WELKER. You are living with your mother. How long 
have you been living with your mother? 

Mr. Doveuas. Ever since—— 

Senator WELKER. Be awfully careful, Billy; 1 don’t want to get 
you in @ mousetrap. 

Mr. Dove.as. I have been living with her ever since, just about 
ever since, I have been out of the penitentiary. 

Senator WELKER. I could not hear you, Billy. What did you say? 

Mr. Dove.as. I say I have been living with her just about ever 
since I have been out of the penitentiary. 

Senator We.ker. Been living with her—when did you get out of 
the penitentiary, Billy? 

Mr. Dovetas. In July 1954. 

Senator WELKER. July 1954. 

What does your mother do? 

Mr. Dovauas. She works in the Government. 

Senator WELKER. Where? 

Mr. DovGuas. But now she doesn’t. She works in a Government 
building; she doesn’t come under the Government, she comes under 
National Foods. 

Senator WELKER. | see. 

Does anyone else live with your mother? 

Mr. Dove as. Yes; my brothers. 

Senator WELKER. How many brothers? 

Mr. Dovetas. Three. 

Senator We.Lker. Three; and what are their ages? 

Mr. Dove.as. They run from 18—I thik 1 is 20; I think 1 is 17. 

Senator Weikxer. And you have lived with her since July 1954, 
and you have not worked a bit, have you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have. 

Senator WeLker. Where? 

Mr. Dovatas. I worked at Doc’s Pharmacy, Standard Drug, and 
Pentagon Restaurant. 

Senator We.Lker. How long did you work at Doc’s Pharmacy? 

Mr. Dovatas. I worked at Doc’s Pharmacy about 2 months. 

Senator WeLker. What was your salary there? 

Mr. Dovetas. Fountain clerk and stock clerk; fountain, dispenser 
and stock clerk. 

Senator WeLker. What was you salary, Billy? 

Mr. Dovetas. My salary was $40 a week, I think it was. 

Senator WELKER. $40 a week? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator Weiker. How long did you work at the second place? 

Mr. Dovetas. That was the second place; Standard was the first 
place I worked upon my release. 

Senator Weiker. All right. 

Let us go to the first place. How long did you work there? 

Mr. Dovetas. I worked there for about 3 months. 
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Senator We.kxer. Three months. What was your salary there? 

Mr. Dovatas. It was—I got paid every 2 weeks—about $70; | 
think it was $74 every 2 weeks. 

Senator WELKER. $74 every 2 weeks? 

Mr. Dovetas. Every 2 weeks. 

Senator WeLker. That would be about $150 a month, roughly? 

Mr. Dovetas. Right. 

Senator WreLker. And now the third p!ace you worked? 

Mr. Dovatas. Pentagon. 

Senator WeL_ker. What did you do over there? 

Mr. Dovuatas. Was a general helper. 

Senator WreLKer. General helper? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WreL_krer. What was your salary there? 

Mr. Dovetas. About $42, about $42 a week by the hours; you 
work by the hours. You get paid according to the hours. 

Senator WeLxker. That would be about $170 a month. 

When was the last time you worked, Billy? 

Mr. Dovetas. About a month ago. 

Senator WeLkerR. About a month ago? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. When did you buy that suit of clothes you are 
wearing now? 

Mr. Doveatas. I bought this suit of clothes ever since way before 
I came out 

Senator WeLKER. What was that? 

Mr. Dovetas. I said I had this suit of clothes before I went into 
the penitentiary; I did not buy it out here, since I have been out. 

Senator WreLKER. When did you go in the penitentiary? 

Mr. Dove tas. In 1951. 

Senator WeLker. In 1951? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeikeEr. I did not know they had those model suits in 
1951. That is a pretty cute suit. 

Are you sure you had that before 1951, Billy? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am sure. 

Senator WreL_KEerR. How many suits of clothes do you have now? 

Mr. Dovectas. Two. 

Senator WreLKER. Two? As a matter of fact, you have some 25 or 
30, don’t you? 

(The witness hesitated about answering.) 

Senator WreLKER. Why do you hesitate? 

Mr. Doveutas. I didn’t understand your question. 

Senator WELKER. I said, as a matter of fact, you have some 25 or 
30 suits of clothes. 

Mr. Dove tas. I do not, sir. 
Senator WreL.KER. Whose clothes are they, over there where you 
ive? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know whether there is that many suits of 
clothes in my whole house, including women’s suits. 

Senator WeLKeER. Do you have an automobile? 

Mr. Dovetas. I beg your pardon, sir? 

Senator WELKER. Do you have an automobile? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not. 
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Senetor WetKeR. Have you ever had one? 

Mr. Dovetas. Drove them, but I never owned one of my own. 

Senator WeLKeR. Never owned one in your life? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I have not. 

Senator WELKER. It is your testimony now under oath that you 
do not own or possess an automobile? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WeLker. And you never have had one? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have drove one, but I never have had one of 
my own. 

Senator WeL_kerR. Whose car did you drive? 

Mr. Doveuas. I would like to consult my attorney, please. 

Sénator WELKER. Yes, maybe he can help you out on that. 

(The witness confers with his counsel.) 

Senator WELKER. Do you want to consult with respect to a legal 
problem or do you want to ask him whose car you drove? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t need to ask him whose car I drove. 

Senator WELKER. In other words, you want to ask him his advice 
as to whether or not you want to take some constitutional right that 
you are entitled to; is that it? 

Mr. Dovatas. It is something that is not clear in my mind, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Sir? 

Mr. Doveuas. It is something that is not clear in my mind, sir, 
and I would like to ask him concerning it. 

Senator WeLkerR. What is it? You know the fifth amendment is 
a personal right, and you yourself must ask for it, and counsel cannot 
help you on that, as able counsel well knows. He has been up here 
before our committee previously, and I respect him very much. He 
is a fine gentleman. 

Now, do you mind telling me what is not clear in your mind? 

Mr. Dovatas. It is concerning the car, sir. 

Senator WeLKer. Well, with respect to the make of it or who owned 
it? I asked you who owned it. 

Mr. Dovetas. That is what I would like to consult my attorney 
first, because not as to the person who owned it. 

Senator We.ker. Well, you give me some reason for consulting 
your attorney, and you certainly will be permitted to. 

Mr. Dovatas. The reason is | would not like to incriminate any- 
one else as well as myself. 

Senator Weiker. Well, now, you have got a double-barreled 
objection there now. Can’t you make it a little more clear, Willie? 
I don’t want to take advantage of you. Let me be perfectly frank 
and honest with you: 

If the testimony might tend to link you in a chain of circumstances 
that might force you to bear witness against yourself that is fine and 
dandy; but as far as anybody else is concerned, you are going to 
answer the question, and you are going to answer it straightforward 
or you are going to be in contempt of this Senate. 

Am I right, Counselor? 

Mr. Wixtuiams. That is correct, Your Honor. 

Senator Weiker. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dovatas. I would like to stand on the fifth amendment, sir, 
and refuse to answer the question on the ground it might tend to 
incriminate me. 
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Senator WeLker. Very well. Your objection is the fifth amend- 
ment. You are not required to give testimony against yourself, and 
I want that to be known by you so that you will be fully protected. 

Now, is there anything that would cause you to hesitate to answer 
that~ question with respect to anybody else? A moment- ago you: 
told me it might involve somebody else, it might involve you. 

I would like to interrogate you with respect to this other person it 
might involve, keeping in mind you are not entitled to the fifth 
amendment with respect to the other person, unless that would tend 
to incriminate you, too. 

Mr. Dovuetas. That was the reason, it would tend to incriminate 
me, sir. 

Senator WeLker. It would tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator WreLkER. Well, would you mind telling me when you had 
this automobile? When you drove it? You told me you drove 
somebody else’s car so, therefore, you opened up the subject matter. 

Mr. Dovetas. I haven’t drove a car; I would go to a friend or 
someone and ask them to let me use their car in order to probably go 
somewhere or something. 

Senator WreL_ker. Do you remember any instances of asking a 
friend to borrow his car, who the friend was, and where you desired 
to go? 

Mr. Dovuauas. I would like to refuse to answer that, sir, on the 
ground it may tend to incriminate me, on the same basis. 

Senator WeLker. On the same grounds that your privilege granted 
you heretofore, that it would protect the record for you. 

What kind of automobiles were these you drove, or automobile? 

(Witness hesitates before answering.) 

Senator WeLKer. Why do you hesitate on that, Willie? 

Mr. Doveuas. Well, I have drove, I think it was, a Plymouth, I 
am not sure. 

Senator WeL_ker. You thinkit wasa Plymouth? You are not,sure?, 

Mc. Dovea.uas. I drove a Plymouth. 

Senator WELKER. All 1ight. 

Now tell me all the kinds of cars you have borrowed from friends, 
the names of the cars, the make of the car, and the name of the friends 
that you borrowed it from, where you wanted to go. 

I am not going to fool around with you, Willie. You opened up 
this subject matter now, and I think your able counsel will tell you 
that once the subject matter has been opened up by you you are 
subjected to full and complete interrogation, and that I propose to do. 

Now, will you name for me the names of the cars, where you pro- 
posed to go, and who owned these automobiles. 

Mr. Dovatas. Sir, I would like to understand that you are ordering 
me to answer? 

Senator WELKER. Yes, sir. I am going all over the waterfront 
now because 

Mr. Dova.as. I would like to refuse to answer that, sir, on the 
grounds that it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Wreixker. All right. 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask you to direct the witness to answer this 
question under the penalty of contempt of this subcommittee since 
the witness himself opened up the subject matter. 
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Senator Danrev. You are directed to answer the question. 

Mr. Wiutrams. Could I ask the Chair a question, please? 

Senator Daniev. Yes. 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Would the question be clarified, sir? 

Senator WELKER. That question is just as clear as [ can speak. 
I speak strictly a western language; very little question about what | 
am asking for. 

Senator Danreu. | think the question is clear. I agree with Senator 
Welker that he simply asked the witness to say what kind of cars 
were borrowed, who they were borrowed from, and for what purpose. 

Mr. Doveuas. I borrowed a car from my brother-in-law. 

Senator WeLker. Your brother? 

Mr. Dovatas. My brother-in-law. 

Senator Werker. Your brother-in-law. I want to know what 
kind of a car. 

Mr. DovaGuas. It was a Plymouth. 

Senator WELKER. A Plymouth? Is that the one you told me about 
heretofore? 

Mr. Dove.tas. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.ker. All right. 

Now, where were you going in that Plymouth? 

Mr. Dovauas. I was just going out from my home, from his home, 
back to my home or probably get some crabs or something like that, 
or going down to the 

Senator Wetker. Let us not have testimony, ‘We probably 
went down to get crabs, something like that.’ I want accurate 
testimony. If you don’t remember, Willie, tell me so. Don’t 
have a record like that because you, and you alone, are going to 
suffer from a record like that. I am not going to suffer. 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t recall every occasion, for every purpose, that 
I have had the car for. 

Senator Werker. Well, that might be possible. If you cannot 
recall, why don’t you tell me so instead of saying, ‘Well, I may have 
gone out for some crabs or something like that.” 

I am trying to be fair with you, Willie; but I am going to get the 
whole story from you if we have to stay here until midnight, because 
it is quite an interesting story, and I want to get after these officers 
if it is true what you say, that you received abuse from them. I want 
to hear this story, and you don’t blame me, do you, Willie? 

Now, the second car. You have given one of the brother-in-law. 

Mr. Dovetas. The second car was a Ford. 

Senator Wetkxer. A Ford? What kind, what model? 

Mr. Dovatas. 1952, 1953. 

Senator WELKER. 1952 or 1953? 

Mr. Dovatas. Or a 1953. 

Senator WELKER. Fifty what? 

Mr. Dovatas. 1952 or a 1953. 

Senator WELKER. 1952 or 1953. 

Where did you borrow that? 

Mr. Dovetas. The fellow’s name, I do not know at the time. 

Senator WELKER. You do not know his name? 

Mr. Dovatas. No; I do not. 

Senator WELKER. He was a pretty gracious fellow then, he loaned 
you his ear, and you don’t even know his name; is that right? 
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Mr. Doveuas. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator WreLkEeR. Now, Willie, come on, let us get 

Mr. Dovetas. I cannot recall his name, sir. 

Senator WreLker. How did you know him well enough to get his 
automobile? That is a pretty big obligation to ask of.a friend.., I 
sometimes doubt if I could ask my friend, Senator -Daniel,. here, to 
borrow his automobile. I remember his name, but I may not even 
loan his automobile. He may not loan his automobile to me. 

Do you want this subcommittee to believe, Willie, on car No. 2 that 
you asked for a 1952 or 1953 Ford, and you do not even know who you 
asked it of? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know the fellow’s full name; I do not know 
his name. 

Senator WeLker. You did not know his full name. What kind of 
a name did you know him under? 

Mr. Dovetas. I know him by Buck. 

Senator WELKER. Where did Buck live? 

Mr..Dovetas.. I don’t know even where he lived. 

Senator WeLker. Where did you pick up the car? 

Mr. Dove tas. I got the car off U Street. 

Senator WreL_ker. You got the car off U Street? How did you 
happen to meet Buck off U Street? 

Mr. Dovauas. By being on the corner and knowing each other. 

Senator WeLker. I am having trouble hearing you. 

Mr. Dovetas. I say, by being on the corner. 

Senator WELKER. By being on the corner? 

Mr. Dovectas. Yes, sir. 

Senator We_keR. Where did you first meet Buck? 

Mr. Dovetas. On the corner. 

Senator WeLker. That was the first time you had ever met Buck? 

Mr. Dovetas. That was the first time I ever met him. 

Senator Weixer. What did Buck do? 

Mr. Dovetas. What did he do? 

Senator WeLker. Yes; what was his occupation? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know his occupation. 

Senator Wetker. Well, how long had you known Buck? 

Mr. Dovetas. I just met him since I went up on the corner, going 
up on the corner. 

Senator WELKER. Stepped on the corner frequently, and you met 
Buck. You never met him prior to going on the corner? 

Mr. Dovetas. I had not. 

Senator We.xker. Did you tell Buck what you wanted the car for? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did. 

Senator WeL_ker. What did you want the car for? 

Mr. Doveatas. To take a girl out. 

Senator WeLker. Take out a girl out. How long did you keep 
the car? 

Mr. Dovatas. I used to get it from him—lI, after that, was getting 
it from him regular. 

Senator WeLKer. No;I am talking about the first time to take the 
car out. 

Mr. Dovatas. The first time—— 

Senator WeLker. I want to know just how long you stayed out 
with your girl friend that night. 





ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


Mr. Dovetas. About, until about, 12—11 or 12. 

Senator WeLkKER. Where did you take her? 

Mr. Doveauas. I cannot recall the exact place I took her. 

Senator WELKER. You cannot recall. Did you go dancing? 

Mr. Dovatas. I can’t recall where we went that night with the car. 

Senator Wetker. You cannot’recall where you went that night 
with the car? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, sir. 

_— We LKER. But you do recall the hour you brought her 
back? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do. 

Senator WELKER. How do you happen to know that? That is a 
pretty good memory. 

Mr. Dovatas. I had to take it back to him before the poolroom 
was closed. 

Senator WELKER. You had to take it back to him before the 
poolroom was closed or would close? 

Mr. Dovatas.. Because that is 

Senator WeLker. Why? 

Mr. Dovetas. Because that is when he would be ready to leave 
then. 

Senator WELKER. But you didn’t know his occupation? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not. 

Senator WELKER. It is a fact, is it not, that you are manufacturing 
the name of Buck? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I have not. 

Senator WeLker. You never did borrow a car from a man by the 
name of Buck kuown to you, did you? 

Mr. Dovauas. Yes, I have. 

Senator WELKER. Well now then, can you refresh your memory 
and tell me the full name and the true name of Buck, and his occu- 
pation or his profession or how he made his living? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I cannot, sir. 

Senator Wetker. I will ask you if it is not a fact that the man 
you are now claiming to be Buck is a man engaged in the narcotic 
business here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Dovetas. I refuse to answer that on the grounds it may tend 
to incriminate me, sir. 

Senator WreLkerR. Now we are getting right down to paydirt, 
Willie. Let us have the third car you borrowed. 

Mr. Dovetas. That was the only two that I recall borrowing, sir. 

Senator WeLker. The only two you recall borrowing. Then what 
was your other mode of transportation? 

Mr. Doveuas. Streetcar, cabs. 

Senator WELKER. Streetcars, cabs? 

Mr. Dovetas. Streetcars. 

Senator WeLker. Cabs? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is correct. 

Senator WELKER. You have not been riding the streetcars lately? 

How have vou been getting around lately? 

Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t been. 

Senator WELKER. You have not been getting around. Do you 
want to tell this committee that you stayed there in the home of 
te mother all during this Capital Transit strike, outside of coming 
1ere? 
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Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t been going anywhere, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You have not gone anyplace other than here? 
You realize, don’t you, that you are testifying under oath? 

Mr. Dovetas. I realize I am testifying under oath. 

Senator WeLKEer. And I believe your counsel realizes I do not 
want to get you in trouble, but I am going to do the best I can to 
interrogate you and get the full story. 

Willie, think this over. Do you want the record to show that 
you have not been anyplace since the Capital Transit strike other 
than coming here before this committee? 

Mr. Dovatas. If you mean around, just around the street or some- 
where, or something like that, I have. 

Senator WELKER. Just around the street. All right now, how far 
around the street? Do you want the committee to believe that you 
walked everyplace you have been? 

Mr. Dovauas. Very near everyplace I have been. 

Senator WELKER. Not very near; did you walk to everyplace? 

Mr. Dovauas. Not every place. 

Senator WELKER. You walked every place since the Capital Transit 
strike? 

Mr. Dovcuas. Not every place. 

Senator WreL_ker. Then where else did you go? A moment ago 
you told me you stayed at home all the time. Let us get down to 
facts. Where did you go? 

Mr. Dovauas. Senator, I didn’t go no specific place or anything. 
I might have went to the store or something like that. I had no 
need to catch a cab to go to the store or anything like that. I might 
have went to a show or something. 

Senator We.ksr. Very well, that is what I want, Willie. Now 
you are cooperating fine, and I want you to tell me this: Did you go 
anyplace, anyplace other than before this committee, in an automo- 
bile? Remember, Willie, that you are under oath now, Willie, and 
be awfully careful in your answers. 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I have not. 

Senator Wre.ker. You have not been anyplace? 

Mr. Doveuas. Except in my return in my attorney’s automobile 
back to his office. 

Senator WreLker. How did you get to his office? 

Mr. Dovatas. In his ear. 

Senator WeL_ker. He came and picked you up? 

Mr. Dovetas. When I would leave from home I would walk up 
to his office and thereupon leaving the office at an occasion, he, one 
occasion, he brought me back down to the court with him, and then 
brought me over here in his car. 

Senator WELKER. That is fine. He is a very courteous gentleman, 
and he would do just that. 

How far is it from your mother’s home to your attorney’s office? 

Mr. Dovatas. About nine blocks. 

Senator WeL_kErR. About nine blocks, and you walked that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did. 

Senator Danteu. Douglas, I believe you told Senator Welker again 
you had never sniffed any heroin? 

Mr. Dove tas. I have not, sir. 
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Senator Danriet. By any of the names that we have identified 
them by? 

Mr. Dovctas. I have not, sir. 

Senator DanreL. And you never saw any heroin, you told me the 
other day? 

Mr. Dovetas. I said not knowingly. 

Senator DanteL. Not knowingly? 

Mr. Dovctas. That is correct. 

Senator DanieL. Now, haven’t you told some people that you did 
sniff heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not recall, Senator, telling anyone that I 
sniffed heroin. 

Senator Daniet. Did you tell us all that you told the police 
officer there when you told Senator Welker a minute ago all you said 
was you were.a dope addict? Was that all you told him? 

Mr. Dove.as. That is all I told him. He asked me how much 
dope did I take and how much dope did I take a day. I told him 
1 or 2; I don’t recall, 1 said 1 or 2, and he said, “Sit back down.”’ 

Senator Danrext. Didn’t you tell him the dope was heroin? 

Mr. Dovcutas. No, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You are swearing on this witness stand that you 
did not tell the police officer or anyone else that you ever used heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, sir; I did not tell any of them that I used 
heroin. 

Senator Dantext. You did not tell them, and you are positive of 
that? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am reasonably sure of that, sir. 

Senator Daniet. You are as positive of that as anything else 
vou have testified about, are you not? 

Mr. Dove.as. I am, sir. 

Senator Danret. Because you just do not know what heroin is, 
do you? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, not knowingly what heroin is, but seeing it, 
I do not, sir. I never have taken any dope. 

Senator DANIEL. So, therefore, when they asked you and when 
vou told them you were a dope addict, that is all you told them? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is all I told them. 

Senator DanreL. You did not tell them that the dope you used 
was heroin because you did not know anything about heroin, did 
vou? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not know at that time, nothing about heroin. 

Senator Danrex. Didn’t you tell someone else that you used $6 
worth of heroin a day? 

Mr. Doveuas. No, sir. 

Senator Dante. Didn’t you tell the police officers in 1951 you 
used $6 worth of heroin a day? 

Mr. Dovetas. I cannot recall telling them that, sir. 

Senator Danrex. Well, I am asking you; you already said a minute 
ago you did not tell them that. 

Mr. Doveauas. I did not tell them that I used any $6—anything 
in that, like that. 

Senator Danie. You did not tell them that you used $6 worth of 
any kind of drug a day; is that right? 
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Mr. Dovatas. No, I did not, sir. 

Senator Danie. You already said that you did not tell them that 
you used heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not. 

Senator DanigeL. Now, you are saying you did not tell them you 
used $6 worth of heroin? 

Mr. Dovatas. He did not specify any kind of drug; neither did I, 
because I was not using them and didn’t know the drug at that time, 
and he asked me was—did I use narcotics, and I told him, yes. 

Senator Daniex. But that is all you told him? When you asked 
him what kind of narcotics, what did you tell him? 

Mr. Dovatas. He did not ask me what kind of narcotics. 

Senator Danieu. He did not ask you? 

Mr. Dovetas. He did not, and he didn’t ask me how much. 

Senator Danieu. That is why you are sure you did not tell any 
officers on February 26, 1951, that you used heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. It isn’t why Iam sure. I am sure because I did not 
know about it. 

Senator Danie. You did not even know about it at that time? 

Mr. Dovatas. I didn’t know about narcotics at that time. 

Senator Danrext. And you are positive you did not tell the police 
officers you did use heroin? 

Mr. Dove.tas. I am sure. 

Senator DanreL. You are sure. 

Now, then, later on you were arrested on January 18, 1955. I 
interrogated you about the arrest the other day; do you remember 
that? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do, sir. 

Senator Danie. Do you remember that arrest? 

Mr. Doveuas. December 5? 

Senator Danie. No; January 18, 1955. 

Mr. Dovatas. January 18? I think I do, sir. 

Senator Danre.. You were arrested at 1452 Fairmont Street NW. 
Do you remember that? 

Mr. Dovetas. 452? 

Senator DANIEL. 1452 Fairmont Street NW. 

Mr. Dovauas. I remember the arrest. 

Senator DanreLt. You remember them arresting you there, don’t 

ou? 
“ Mr. Dovatas. I remember being arrested; yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. All right, then, I asked you the other day if you 
gave the names to the officers of the three friends and associates when 
they asked you about them, Robert Bailey, George Williams, and 
Melvin Sutton. And you told me, and I am quoting from page 578 
of the transcript, ‘‘I never gave any names like that.” 

Mr. Dovetas. That was my answer, sir. 

Senator DanreL. That was your answer? 

Mr. Dovetas. That was my answer. 

Senator Daniev. Under oath? 

Mr. Dovetas. Under oath. 

Senator Danriev. And later on I went back over it after admonishing 
you that if you are not telling us the truth you would be subject and 
= would subject yourself to trial for perjury; do you remember 
that? 
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Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteEL. And then I put the question back to you again, 
and 1 said: 

Did you give the Metropolitan Police the name of Robert Bailey, 1713 Euclid 
Street NW., as one of your associates and friends, when you were asked to give 
them names in January of this year? 

Do you remember that? 

Mr. Doveuas. I remember it, sir. 

Senator Danrev. And you answered, “No, I did not.” 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danret. Was that a truthful answer? 

Mr. Dovetas. That was a truthful answer, sir. 

Senator Danieu. Do you give that answer again today to the same 
question? 

Mr. Dove as. I do, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And then I asked you: 

Did you give the name of George Williams, 1219 Harvard Street NW., to the 
Metropolitan Police force in January of this vear? 

And you answered, “I did not.” 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danret. Is that a truthful answer? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is a truthful answer, sir. 

Senator DanreL. You give that answer again today under oath? 

Mr. Dovauas. I do, sir. 

Senator Danreu. To the same question? 

Mr. Dove.tas. I do, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Then I asked you: 

Did you give the name of Melvin Sutton to the Metropolitan Police force as 
one of your friends and associates in January of this year? 

And you answered, “I did not.”’ 

Mr. Doveatas. That is true, sir. 

Senator Dante. Is that a true answer? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is a true answer. 

Senator Danie. You give that answer again today under oath to 
the same question? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do, sir. 

Senator Danie. I warned you before asking you the other day, 
and I am warning you again today, I want to say to you again today, 
there are two officers in the room who swear you did give them those 
names on that day, and you still say that you did not? 

Mr. Dovauas. I say I did not, sir. 

Senator Danreu. I am sending you a picture, and I believe you 
also told me you did not know a Robert Bailey; is that right? 

Mr. Dovetas. If I recall, I refused to answer that on the grounds 
that it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Danieu. | am going to send you a picture. 

Senator WeLkKer. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman. He cannot 
open the door and then close it at the same time. He has denied 
that he knew this Bailey. He has denied giving the names. He has 
opened the door for cross-examination. He cannot hide behind 
the fifth amendment and, I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the witness 
should be ordered and directed to answer that question. 
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Senator Danie. The other day I said the same thing, Senator. I 
said: 

I think you have waived your right to claim the fifth amendment concerning 
these 3 men, and questions concerning your knowledge of these 3 men. 


I order you to answer the question whether or not you knew or know Robert 
Bailey. 


And you said: 
I know Baileys, I don’t know of no special Robert Bailey; I know a Bailey. 


That was your answer, was it not? 
Mr. Dovatas. I don’t remember that, sir. 
Senator Danrev. And I said: 
You are saying and swearing to this committee that you did not give 
Mr. Dovatas. I did not give his name. 


Senator DanreL. Robert Bailey? 
Mr. Dova.uas. I never gave his name— 


And I asked you— 


to the Metropolitan Police force during the month of January of this year, as 
one of your friends and associates? 

And you answered, “I did not.” 

Now I will ask you over again, Do you know a Robert Bailey of 
1713 Euclid Street NW.? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know of a Robert Bailey; I do not. 

Senator DanteL. Do you know a Bailey that calls himself Bob? 

Mr. Dovatas. No; I do not. 

Senator Dante,. Did you ever know of such a Bailey, Robert 
Bailey, nicknamed ‘“‘Bob’’? 

Mr. Dovetas. I knew one when I was in the penitentiary. 

Senator DanieL. You knew of one while you were in the peniten- 
tiary, but you never knew another one? 

Mr. Dovetas. I knew of a Bob. 

Senator DaniteL. Do you know a George Williams? 

Mr. Doveatas. No; I do not, sir. 

Senator Danret. You never did know a George Williams? 

Did you know anybody by the name of Melvin Sutton? 

Mr. Dovetas. I know of a Sutton but I do not know his first name. 

Senator Daniret. Do you know a Melvin Sutton that was known 
as Sut? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know a “Sut.” 

Senator Dantet. You didn’t know a man who was nicknamed 
“Sut?” 

Mr. Dovatas. Not “Sut,” no, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Not “Sut?” 

Mr. Dovatas. No, sir. 

Senator DanreL. I just want to warn you again what you are 
doing to yourself, because our investigators and I myself have heard 
those who have testified that Melvin Sutton peddled drugs for you. 
I want to show you his picture. Did you ever see a man by that 
name? 

Senator Wi_ker. Would the chairman yield to me for an ob- 
servation at this point? 

Senator DantgE.L. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. I would just, as one member of this committee, 
inform the witness and his counsel that I personally have all the 
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sympathy in the world for a man who has made a mistake and has 
been in the “stir.” 

By a like token I want to inform you that I do not have much 
sympathy for anyone who comes before a congressional committee 
and thinks he is smart and thinks he is going to mislead a couple 
of men working overtime trying to do a job assigned to them by the 
people of the United States, and I am going to tell you this: I am 
going to just admonish you as the distinguished chairman has done, 
it is about time for you to get back on the track, young man, or you 
are going to be taking a long, long road, and it is going to be a one-way 
street. 1 think you know what | mean. 

Mr. Dovauas. I do. 

Senator WELKER. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, for the interruption. 

Senator DanreL. Thank vou, Senator. 

[ will ask you to look at this picture and see if you ever knew that 
person. 

(Handling photograph to the witness.) 

Mr. Dovanas. Ihave seen him. ° 

Senator Danre.. You have seen that person? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know him personally. 

Senator Danie. What? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know him personally; I have seen him. 

Senator Danret. What name did you know him by? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know what name; I do not know his name. 

Senator Danite,. Where did you ever see him? 

Mr. Dovetas. At a dance; one time when I was locked up, upon an 
occasion when I was locked up. 

Senator Danrev. Wasn’t he arrested with vou, and didn’t you go 
down to the police station this vear together? 

Mr. Dovatas. We were arrested, but we went down to headquarters 
together, but we weren’t arrested together. 

Senator DanreL. You were not arrested together? 

Mr. Dovetas. We were all arrested, but I mean he was not arrested 
in the house, in the same part of the house, that I was in. 

Senator Dante. In the same part of the house, but he was in the 
same house you were in when you were arrested? 

Mr. Dovetas. He was, sir. 

Senator DanreL. How long had he been there? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever see him before that night? 

Mr. Doveras. No; I hadn’t. 

Senator Danreu. The first time vou ever saw him in vour life? 

Mr. Dovatas. The first time I ever saw him. 

Senator DanreL. And you do not know his name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know his name other than what you told 
me his name was Sutton now. 

Senator Danret. Well, I haven’t told you he is Sutton, have 1” 
| believe I did. 

Mr. Dovetas. You did. 

Senator DanteL. You never heard him called as ‘‘Sut?”’ 

Mr. Dovatas. I heard people say, “Call him ‘Sutton’ ”’ at a dance. 

Senator Danrex. At a dance? 

Mr. Dovetas. At a dance. 


71515—56—pt. 425 
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Senator Danrex. But you never did know him until the night you 
saw him there when he was arrested in the same house with you? 

Mr. Dove tas. No; I did not. 

Senator DanigeL. We will identify this previous picture as exhibit 
A of today’s examination. 

(The photograph referred to was marked “Exhibit A’ and is on 
file with the committee. ) 

Senator DanigeL, Just leave it right where it is. 

Did you see this man before? 

(Handling photograph to witness.) 

Mr. Dovua.tas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. What is his name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know his name. 

Senator Danrext. What did you ever hear him called? 

Mr. Dovatas. When he gave his name down at headquarters I 
heard him, and he and I were talking, and he said his name was Bailey, 
and he was also in the penitentiary with me. 

Senator Danie. Was in the pentitentiary with you? 

Mr. Dovauas. He was. 

Senator Dantet. What did you know him as, what did you call him 
in the penitentiary? 

Mr. Dovatas. I called him in the penitentiary? I didn’t call him 
anything in the pentitentiary because I did not associate with him in 
the penitentiary. 

Senator Danrex. Well, did you ever see him after he got out of the 
penitentiary? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes; I did. 

Senator Danrev. Where did you see him? 

Mr. Doveatas. Upon the night of my arrest. 

Senator Danre.. Was that the first time you saw him after you got 
out of the penitentiary? 

Mr. Dovatas. That was the first time. 

Senator DanreL. Where was it? 

Mr. Dovatas. It was when he was downstairs, when he was 
caught downstairs. 

Senator DanreL. Downstairs where? 

Mr. Dovetas. Of a house upon where I was arrested at. 

Senator DanreL. What house? What address? 

Mr. Dovetas. It was on Fairmont Street address. 

Senator Danreu. 1452 Fairmont? 

Mr. Dovuauas. That is correct. 

Senator DanieLt. Was that your house? 

Mr. Doveuas. No; it is not. 

Senator DanieL. Whose house was it? 

Mr. Doveuas. It is Miss Wright’s; I didn’t know his first name. 

Senator Danie. What had Bailey been doing at that house? 

Mr. Doveuas. I don’t know what he had been doing at that house. 

Senator Danie. Had you seen him before the officers arrested you? 

Senator WELKER. May I have the first name? I am trying to keep 
notes. What is the first name? 

Senator Danie. Robert Bailey. 

Senator Wetker. I thought he said he was at the Bailey house; 
I am sorry, it is hard for me to hear it. 

Senator Danret. He has said—whose house did you say? 
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Mr. Dovetas. Mrs. Wright. 

Senator Danie. Mrs. Wright’s house. 

Mr. Doveuas. W-r-i-g-h-t. 

Senator WELKER. I am sorry for the interruption. 

Senator Danrex. Did you stay at that house? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, I did. 

Senator Dante. Do you have a room there? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danie. You did not have control of the house? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I did not. 

Senator Danre,. Were these men there to see you, Sutton, and 
Bailey? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, they were not. 

Senator Daniget. All right. 

Do you know this man here? 

(Showing photograph to the witness.) 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator Danreu. This will be exhibit C. 

Mr. Doveutas. Yes. 

(The photographs referred to were marked ‘Exhibits B and C” 
and are on file with the committee.) 

Senator Danret. What is his name? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know his name. 

Senator Danret. What have you heard him called by? 

Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t heard him called by anything. 

Senator Danrev. You do not know his name at all? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I do not. 

Senator Danie... Was he at the house, the same house, on Fair- 
mont, when you were arrested in January of this year? 

Mr. Dovauas. He was, I think, coming in or something, an officer 
brought him in or something, I don’t know what it was; anyway, he 
was—he went down headquarters with us. 

Senator Daniet. You never saw him before? 

Mr. Dove.as. Precinct; never saw him before. 

Senator DanieL. Have you ever seen him since then? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have seen him in the jail. 

Senator DanreL. Nowhere else? 

Mr. Dovatas. Not since then. 

Senator Dantg.. All right. 

This is exhibit C, George Matthews Williams. 

When the officers came to this house at 1452 Fairmont, you and 
Sutton, Williams, and Bailey were all in the house, were you not? 

Mr. Dovetas. We were. 

Senator Danret. And Ceola Williams had been into that house, 
hadn’t she? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not that I know of, sir. 

Senator Danrigex. Well, you know Ceola Williams, do you not? 

Mr. Dove tas. I do not. 

Senator Danrex. You never heard of any woman by the name of 
Ceola Williams? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I do not. 

Senator Danrex. Senator, would you hand him this? Look at 
this picture and see if you ever saw this person before. 

(Handing photograph to witness.) 
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Mr. Dovatas. No, I do not know her. 

Senator Danigeu. That will be exhibit D. 

(The photograph was marked “Exhibit D” and will be found in 
the files of the committee.) 

Senator Danrieu. Did you ever see that person before? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I had not. 

Senator Daniev. The police officers have testified she came out 
of this house with some heroin and threw it on the ground, and that 


they came on in the house. You remember two police e officers coming 
in the house that night? 


Mr. Dovatas. I do. 

Senator Dantet. Where did you run to? 

Mr. Dovatas. I had not ran to anywhere. 

Senator Dani. Where did you go? 

Mr. Doveutas. I was coming down the steps, and the police—when 
I heard a lot of rumbling. 

Senator Danrev. From upstairs? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator DanreL. Who was upstairs with you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No one was upstairs with me. I went to get some 
water. 

Senator Daniev. You had been downstairs? 

Mr. Dovauas. I had been; that is my quarters downstairs. 

Senator Danrev. You live downstairs? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did. 

Senator WeLker. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator DANIEL. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. You went upstairs to get some water? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WreLker. They did not have any downstairs? 

Mr. Dovetas. Downstairs we don’t have any sinks, and facilities 
for ice water. 

Senator WELKER. You wanted ice water? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is what I went up for. 

Senator WELKER. Went up for some ice water? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreL_Ker. They had water though downstairs. 

Mr. Dovatas. They have water downstairs. 

Senator WELKER. You were pretty thirsty that night? 

Mr. Dovatas. Well, I preferred ice water. 

Senator WELKER. You preferred ice water? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct. 

Senator WeLker. They had facilities for it upstairs? 

Mr. Doveuas. They had. 

Senator Wetxer. And all these other people had access to the ice 
water upstairs, too? 

Mr. Dove.as. The other people that were in the house? 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Mr. Doveu.as. I guess they did. 

Senator We.ixer. That would be George Matthews Williams, 
Melvin Sutton, and Robert Bailey? 

Mr. Doveuas. I do not know whether they have facilities for ice 
water or not. 

Senator WeLKer. Well, they were in the house, weren’t they? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know whether they had——— 

Senator WeLkrr. Just a moment ago you told me they had access 
to the ice water upstairs. Let us stay on the track. 

Mr. Doveuas. I didn’t say them; I thought you meant the people 
of the house; I thought you meant the owners. 

Senator WELKER. | rather assumed the owners would have access. 
I believe we would agree on that. 

Excuse my interruption. 

Senator DanieL. These men were upstairs when you started up- 
stairs, were they not? 

Mr. Dovetas. The three men? 

Senator DANIEL. Yes. 

Mr. Dovatas. Officers? 

Senator Danie. Robert Williams. 

Mr. Dovatas. No. 

Senator DanreL. They were not upstairs when you went down- 
stairs? They were not in the house at all when the officers came in? 

Mr. Dovetas. They were in the house, I presume. All I know 
they were brought downstairs. 

Senator Daniext. They were what? 

Mr. Dovatas. They were brought downstairs to my quarters. 

Senator Danie. “They were brought downstairs to my quarters’? 

Mr. Douauas. My quarters. 

Senator DanieL. Where were your quarters? 

Mr. Dovauas. In the basement. 

Senator Danrev. Where had these men been? 

Mr. Dovatas. | don’t know; I seen them when they were brought 
downstairs. 

Senator Daniev. Is it not a fact when the officers came into the 
house through the door that you ran upstairs and flushed some heroin 
down the toilet? 

Mr. Douauas. No, it is not, sir. 

Senator Dante. It is not? Did you flush the toilet when you went 
upstairs? 

Mr. Dovatas. I had been to the toilet, sir. 

Senator Dantreu. I did not ask you that. I said did you flush the 
toilet? 

Mr. Dovauas. No, I did not, sir. 

Senator Danie. You had a little nephew there, didn’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. A nephew? 

Senator Danie. Or niece? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Nobody there that is any kin to you? 

Mr. Doveatas. No, there isn’t any. 

Senator DanieL. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, there isn’t anyone there any kin to me. 

Senator Danie. No child was there on that occasion? 

Mr. Dovetas. There was a child there on that occasion. 

Senator Danie. Who was that child? 

Mr. Dovetas. It was named, its name was Carl. 

Senator Danteu. Carl? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 

Senator Danret. What relation was Carl to you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No kin to me. 
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Senator Danret. Did you hear that child tell the officers that you 
had flushed the dope down the commode? 
Mr. Dovatas. No, I did not. 
Senator Danie. Do you recognize this man sitting beside me? 
Mr. Doveutas. Yes, I do. 
Senator Danie. Was he one of the men who ran you upstairs? 
Mr. Dovatas. He is one of the officers that came into the house. 
Senator Danrex. Did you see him before you went upstairs? 
Mr. Dovatas. No, I did not. 
Senator Dantex. Did you hear one of these officers knock on the 
door and ask for Ceola? 
ae Dovetas. I did not. I came downstairs. When I heard the 
coc 
Senator DanieL. When you heard the knock? 
Mr. Dovatas. I came downstairs when I heard the knock. 
Senator Danreu. All right; what did you do? 
Mr. Dovetas. Before I could even get down midway the steps 
somebody come busting in the door. 
Senator DanrgE.. Is it not true that you raised a window and looked 
out to see who was knocking on the door? 
Mr. Dovetas. No; I did not raise the window, no window. There 
was no window in there to raise. 
Senator Daniex. Did you turn the light on, pull the blind or fix it 
- that you could see out the window, see who was knocking on the 
oor? 
Mr. Dovetas. No, I did not, sir. 
Senator Danret. You did not do that? 
Mr. Dovatas. No, sir. 
Senator Danie. The first thing you knew about it, the first time 
you ever saw these officers, they were already inside? 
Mr. Dovetas. Coming in there. 
Senator Danie. They were coming in. Where were you headed? 
Mr. Doveuas. Well, I was getting ready to go back up the steps. 
Senator Daniet. You were getting ready to go back up the stairs? 
You had just been up there for a drink of water. 
Mr. Dovetas. I heard all that rumbling; I didn’t know what it was. 
Senator Danie. What did you go back up the steps for? 
Mr. Dovatas. I heard a rumbling, I was just going to get away, 
from some way. 
Senator DanreLt. How much heroin did you have on you at the 
time? 
Mr. Dovatas. I didn’t have any heroin, sir. 
Senator Daniet. What did you flush the commode for, and you 
ran back up the steps? 
Mr. Dovatas. I did not flush the commode. 
Senator Daniex. You did not use the bathroom? 
Mr. Dovatas. I did not use the bathroom; I did not go into the 
bathroom. 
Senator Danrex. And you are swearing to this committee you did 
not flush the commode? 
Mr. Dovatas. I did not flush the commode. 
Senator Danie. Senator Welker? 
Senator WeLker. Billy, what did you want to go back upstairs for 
after you had just had your drink of ice water? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I heard all the rumbling, and I just wanted to get 
upstairs and get, just get somewhere away from all the rumbling that 
| heard coming up busting in the door. 

Senator WELKER. Rumbling and things like that? 

Mr. Dovetas. The doors were getting knocked in. 

Senator WELKER. Why would you be afraid if you were so innocent 
and clean? 

Mr. Dovetas. I used to—well, I was just scared, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You were just scared? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is right, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You were scared of something other than the 
rumbling, were you not? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was scared of the rumbling; that is what I was 
seared of. 

Senator WreLKEr. You were scared of the rumbling, but what else 
were you scared of? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is all I was scared of. 

Senator WreLKER. Weren’t you afraid that you were going to get 
another invitation to go to the “stir’’? 

Mr. Dove.tas. No, I wasn’t. 

Senator WELKER. You were not? Why didn’t you stand down there 
as a man and meet whoever these officers were there who came in? 

Mr. Dovatas. I couldn’t say that, sir. 

Senator WeLkKer. What? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know why; just instinct, I guess, of mine. 

Senator Wetker. In other words, you got “spooked.’”’ You didn’t 
have to go upstairs to get any more ice water right then; did you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not go upstairs to get any more. 

Senator We.ixer. What did you do when you went upstairs? 
Now, you tell me you were afraid. What did you do when you went 
upstairs? 

Mr. Dovetas. I didn’t get very far. I got up to the head of the 
steps. 

Senator WeLKer. And then what happened? 

Mr. Dovetas. I was caught by the officers. 

Senator WreLkerR. And you see the officer here. Is that the gentle- 
man up there who caught you? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKer. Did you explain to him that you were frightened? 

Mr. Dovatas. I guess he would know I was frightened the way I 
was shaking. 

Senator WeLKER. You were shaking? And you were shaking 
because of the rumbling at the door? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Billy, why don’t you come clean and tell this 
committee why you did go upstairs? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is the only reason I went up was for the water 
at first. 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Mr. Dovetas. And the second time when I heard my doors being 
knocked in. 

Senator WrexLKeEr. It is your testimony that you have never seen 
or known any of the people identified in the exhibits heretofore shown 
to you? 
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Mr. Dovauas. Before my arrest? 

Senator WELKER. Sir? 

Mr. Dovauas. Before my arrest upon the premises, besides this 
fellow here who was in the penitentiary with me. 

Senator WeLker. He was in the penitentiary with you? Did you 
go up at the same time? 

Mr. Dovctas. No, I did not. 

Senator WELKER. He was in the penitentiary with you, but you 
had seen him? 

Mr. Dovcuas. That is correct. 

Senator WeL_ker. What penitentiary was that? 

Mr. Dovauas. Lorton. 

Senator WELKER. Lorton? 

Mr. Dova.as. That is correct. 

Senator WeL_ker. That is a reformatory here in the District? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator We.ker. Did you live in the same cell block? 

Mr. Dove.as. No, we did not. 

Senator Wetker. Did you eat hash together or eat together? 

Mr. Dovatas. The dining room seated 1,400. 

Senator Werker. All right. I am asking you the question, I do 
not care whether it seats 14 or 1,400. 

You saw him there? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator We.LKer. Did you ever talk to him there? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, not there. 

Senator WELKER. Where did you talk to him? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was an umpire down there and all the ballplayers 
sooner or later, we sooner or later, might say something if he was 
on base. 

Senator WeLker. Now you are coming clean, now we are getting 
someplace. Billy, you were the umpire at the ball games, and you 
talked to them a little at the ball games, and you still want to tell us 
you did not know the name of this ballplayer that you talked to? 

Mr. Dove tas. I did not. 

Senator WELKER. Oh, now, Billy 

Mr. Dove tas. I did not. 

Senator Wetker. Billy, why was it necessary for you to use a 
screwdriver and break locks and commit burglary? 

Mr. Douvaeas. Because I was out of work, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You were out of work. You have been out of 
work some little time here recently, have you not? 

Mr. Doveatas. I have for a month. 

Senator We.iker. That is quite a while; is it not? 

Are you pretty fat with “lettuce” right now? How do you stand 
financially, Billy? Have you got any money? 

Mr. Dovetas. No; I have not. 

Senator WELKER. You must have to hire this fine attorney here. 
He is a good friend of mine and a very fine attorney, and he has been 
before our committee, and he always has been a gentleman, and I 
admire him very much, and I know he does not take cases for “‘cab- 
bage,’’ I mean, he takes them for “lettuce,”’ as well he should. 


Do you want to testify now that you do not have any money? 
Mr. Dovetas. I do not. 
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Senator We_ker. Have you made any attempt to get any work 
recently? 

Mr. Dovatas. At the present time, after I got fired from the job, 
I was disgusted for the reason of my firing. 

Senator WeLKEeR. You were disgusted with the reason for your 
firing? Why did they fire you, Bill? 

' Mr. Dovatas. They fired me because I had a record. 

® Senator Weiker. Well, I do not blame you for being disgusted for 
that, if that is the only reason. It has been one of my pet peeves, 
and one of my pet objections to the way they handle boys who have 
made a mistake. 

But after they get out they still have to face that business, and it 
seems that their record never dies, and [ have seen it happen many, 
many times where unfortunate boys who have made a mistake get 
their pardon, they have paid their penalty, and they have paid it the 
hard way, that old lock closing on you on Christmas Day, those are 
very, very long days, and then when you pay your penalty and you 
get out you try to reinstate yourself in society, and then you get 
fired. 

It is pretty rough going, and I do not blame you for feeling bitter 
and disgusted, if that be the only reason. 

Was that the only reason why you got fired? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Just how much money do you have now, Billy? 

Mr. Doveétas. On my person? 

Senator WreLtkerR. No; I mean anything in the bank or any place 
else. 

Mr. Doveuas. All the money I have is on my person; that’s about 
25 cents. 

Senator WELKER. Twenty-five cents. How long have you been 
that low? 

Mr. Dovatas. Ever since I just about ran out of work. 

Senator WELKER. You have been down to about 25 cents ever 
since you have been out of work? 

Mr. Dovetas. And I haven’t had no money in my pocket. 

Senator WELKER. Well, is that all you have had, Bill? You told 
me ever since you have been out of work you have been down to about 
a quarter? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not to exactly a quarter, but I have had no dollar 
bills in my pocket for my spending. 

Senator WELKER. It has been just a matter of small change; is that 
right? You have had pretty rough going. 

Mr. Doveuas. I have been able to eat and sleep, but I haven’t 
had 

Senator WELKER. Well, you have been eating and sleeping with 
your mother, have you not? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. | mean over her support and not your own, and 
had it not been for your mother you would have gone hungry. 

Mr. Dovetas. I would have. 

Senator WeL_krer. Why didn’t you “hock” that ring that you are 
wearing on your left hand there? 

Mr. Doveuas. The ring isn’t worth anything. 

Senator WELKER. It isn’t? It looks pretty fancy to me. 
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Mr. Dovetas. It isn’t when you see its discoloring. 

Senator WeL_ker. What did that ring cost you? 

Mr. Dovetas. It cost me about $5. 

Senator Weiker. All right. And you suppose vou could not get 
50 cents or a dollar for that? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator WeL_ker. Would you like to sell it for 50 cents? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I would not. 

Senator Weiker. Why not? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t have any call to want to sell it now. 

Senator WeLker. You do not have any cause to sell it even though 
you are down to two bits? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am not hungry or anything to sell it. I am not 
desperate wanting to sell it. 

Senator WeLker. You have got a pretty good tie clasp there; 
you are wearing pretty good jewelry. You haven’t seen fit to pawn 
any of that, have you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I have not. 

Senator Weiker. Billy, who do you think you are fooling? You 
know Senator Daniel and I have played in the major leagues with 
people like you. You are not fooling anybody. 

I would respect you so much more if you would just come forward 
and tell us that you are trying to ‘“whamboozle” this committee 
because you are working your way, as I say, into difficult circum- 
stances, and I know good and well, and counsel knows I do not want 
to put you in trouble—your able counsel has been here when I have 
helped him to help a person who has made a mistake. 

a you want to change your propeller pitch and tell us the whole 
thing? 

Mr. Dovatas. I am telling you the truth, Senator. 

Senator WELKER. You want to say that you have told us the truth 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, through the whole interro- 
gation? 

Mr. Doveuas. That is right, sir. 

Senator WreLkerR. And you want to tell me you bought that suit 
in 1951? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not 1951; 1950. 

Senator WELKER. 1950. Where did you buy it? 

Mr. Doveuas. I bought it in Martin Ellis. 

Senator WEeLKrrR. Martin Ellis? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator WreLkrer. How much did you pay for it? 

Mr. Dovetas. Forty-nine dollars something, I think. 

Senator We.ker. Forty-nine dollars something. You only have 
one other suit? 

Mr. Dovetas. One other suit. 

Senator Wreixer. And the time of these fellows when they caught 
you coming down from the ice water, the drink of ice water, you had 
not been working very long at that time, had you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I had. 


Senator WreLker. Where had you been working? 

Mr. Dovetas. At Doc’s Pharmacy, if I recall. 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Well, I think you told me you had not saved any money; is that 
right? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I had had to save money then. 

Senator WreLkerR. You what? 

Mr. Dovetas. I had to save money then. 

Senator WELKER. You had to save it? Why did you have to save 
it? 

Mr. Dovetas. To pay my rent. 

Senator WELKER. Pay your rent? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. What was your rent there at this place? 

Mr. Dovetas. $10 a week. 

Senator We.ker. That would be $40 a month, and then you take 
your food out of that and you had to pay for your food in those 
days, didn’t you, Billy? 

Mr. Dovetas. I bought my food. 

Senator WeLKrerR. You bought your food. That took about all 
you made, did it not? 

Mr. Dovetas. Some; it didn’t take it all. 

Senator WELKER. I do not want to go back over that pay roll, 
Billy, but as I recall it, it couldn’t have been over $165 or $170 a 
month. 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator WeLkeR. And buying and wearing nice clothes and being 
a nice looking man like you are, you kept yourself clean and neat, 
and you had to buy certain things like clothing, shirts and shoes, 
and you had to buy your own food and, obviously, you went out 
with the girl friend once in a while, especially when you borrowed 
Buck’s car and, no doubt you, like any other human being, would go 
out with other girls, unless you were permanently in love with this 
one girl, so you did not have much “lettuce” at that time, did you, 
much money? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Willie, boy, this is going to hurt: On the 
night you were arrested, when this officer who is present up there, 
when he caught you going back up the stairs because of the rumbling 
and not to get a drink of ice water, you know it to be a fact that 
George Williams had $4 on his person; don’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know how much he had. 

Senator WeLtker. How do you know who I am talking about? 

Mr. Dovetas. You just are speaking, you are saying George 
Williams. 

Senator We.Lker. That is very well. I asked you that question. 
You flared right up now, and apparently you didn’t know how much 
George Williams 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t know how much ary of them had. 

Senator WELKER. That was kind of a fast ball. It really was, but 
I asked it to just find out. You did not know who George Williams 
was. 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not. 

Senator WELKER. Well, you did not answer it that way when you 
said “I do not know how much he had.”’ 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator We.tker. Which certainly would be an influence that you 
knew who George Williams was. 

Mr. Dovatas. It was the individual—— 

Senator WreLker. Sir? 
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Mr. Dovetas. It was a man, George Williams, and I was sure he 
was getting a piece of paper from whom you identified people. George 
Williams, all of the fellows locked up with me, so evidently he must 
have been one of them. 

Senator WeL_ker. Now we are getting close to it. Evidently we 
must be talking about 1 of those 4 people; is that right? 

Mr. Dovuauas. You are talking about one of them. 

Senator We.ker. I will show you now he is. That is George 
Williams; is it not [showing photograph to witness]? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, that is Bobby, whatever it was, Bailey. 

Senator WELKER. Who? I think that is right. 

Then this is George Williams, is it not (showing photograph to 
witness) ? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir; that is the boy whose name was Sutton. 

Senator Wre_krer. Now we are identifying these pictures. A 
moment ago, for Senator Daniel, you did not know a thing about it. 

Mr. Dova.uas. I did not. 

Senator WeLker. Well, we are getting some place now. We have 
got two of them, and I take it this girl is not George Williams, is it? 

Mr. Dove.as. It is not. 

Senator WELKER. Who is it? 

Mr. Dove.as. I do not know who she is. 

Senator WELKER. Was she at the house with you the night you 
were arrested? 

Mr. Doveuas. She was not. 

Senator Danie. Did I understand you to say she was not in this 
house at the time, the night of the arrest? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, she was not. 

Senator WELKER. Well, was she there immediately prior to the 
arrest? 

Mr. Doveuas. No, not that I can recall, she was not there, not in 
my part of the house, not in my part of the house, she was not. 

Senator Weiker. I do not know what is your part of the house. 

Mr. Doveuas. | lived in the basement. 

Senator WreLKeER. You lived in the basement, but you were also 
going upstairs for ice water, too? 

Mr. Dove.as. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. So from your interrogation I would assume you 
had access to the whole of the house? 

Mr. Dovetas. Not to the whole of the house, but to the kitchen 
facility. 

Senator We_ker. Why don’t you tell me you know Ceola Wil- 
liams? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not know it. 

Senator WeLtker. You know she went outside with some stuff 
and junked it right away, didn’t you? Why do you hesitate on 
that? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not know it, Senator. 

Senator WELKER. How many times have you been in the “stir’’? 

Mr. Doveuas. Once to serve a felony, on a felony charge. 

Senator Wetker. Do you know this man [showing photograph 
to witness]? 

Mr. Dovauas. He was locked up with me. 

Senator WELKER. What is his name? 
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Mr. Dovatas. I do not know his name. 

Senator WELKER. Is it Bailey? 

Mr. DovaGuas. No, he isn’t Bailey. 

Senator WELKER. Well, could it be George Williams? 

Mr. Dovatas. It could be George Williams. 

Senator WeL_kerR. How do you happen to recall that name? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not recall his name. 

Senator WELKER. Well, it could be George Washington or Abraham 
Lineoln, too. 

Mr. Doua.uas. It could be. 

Senator WELKER. Now, is it or is it not George Matthews Williams? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know his name. 

Senator WeLKerR. Have you ever heard him called anything? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I have not. 

Senator Weriker. All during the time you were in the “stir” 
together, when you were locked up together, you never heard his 
name? 

Mr. Dovetas. Otherwise when they called him, if they called 
everyone’s name to stand up and called them out for something, 
that his name probably would be called, and my name would be 
called, anyone’s name would be called; I do not recall it. 

Senator Wetker. All right. 

You were all gotten at the same house together? 

Mr. Dowatas. We were. 

Senator Weriker. Mr. Williams possessed in his possession the 
sum of $4? 

Mr. Dowauas. I do not know how much Mr. Williams had. 

Senator WELKER. Since you do not know whether this is Mr. 
Williams or not, | take it you do not know how much anybody had? 

Mr. Dovuatas. | do not, sir. 

Senator We.Lker. Melvin Sutton, he had $3 on him that night. 
Did you know that? 

Mr. Dovauas. No, I do not, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Bailey was flat. Do you know that, don’t you? 
Come on now, tell me, do you know it or don’t you? 

Mr. Dovauas. No; I don’t know he was flat. 

Senator Wetker. You know he was broke? 

Mr. Dovauas. No. 

Senator WeLkerR. You know, as a matter of fact, he came over to 
that house to touch you up for a loan; didn’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. He told the officers that he was soliciting money for 
someone who was dead or something. 

Senator We_ker. How do you know that? 

Mr. Dovetas. Because I was there when he told the officers that 
for the purpose of being in my house, for being in the house. 

Senator WELKER. | see. 

Now, in the very presence of the time after the ice-water episode, 
Mr. Williams told the officers that he came over there to get a touch, 
whether it be for somebody dead or for himself? 

Mr. Dovaetas. It was not Mr. Williams. 

Senator Weiker. Well, then, how about Mr. Bailey? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is who it was, Mr. Bailey. 

Senator WeLkeR. Now we are getting places. A moment ago you 
told the distinguished chairman you did not know a man by the name 
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of Bailey. You see, you are tying yourself up tighter than an Idaho 
rattlesnake. 

Mr. Dovetas. I told him that Mr. Bailey was in the penitentiary 
with me, and also the first time I saw him. 

Senator WreLxker. Your record there, the record will speak for 
itself, and that last statement is a self-serving declaration, but in 
courtesy to your counsel I will permit it to stand, but it just gets you 
in a little bit more deep. 

Now, that night you were pretty fat with “lettuce,” were you not? 
By “‘lettuce,’’ I mean money. 

Mr. Dovatas. I had my savings. 

; Senstor We vxer. You had your savings, and where did you save 
them! 

Mr. Dovatas. I kept it on, not on my person, but in my drawer. 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

How much did you have that night? 

Mr. Dovatas. I can’t recall the exact amount, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Well, was it $10 or $40? 

Mr. Dovetas. I think it was about $300 something. 

Senator WELKER. Now we are getting someplace indeed. You 
saved a great deal. In fact, it was $310; was it not? 

Mr. Doveuas. It was. 

Senator WeLKeEr. And you were the only one in the outfit who had 
over $4, and you had $310. You got that from your savings? 

Mr. Dovatuas. I gambled. 

Senator WELKER. You gambled? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. We are getting into another phase. Are we 
going to have to be here all night? 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t mean that I go out and gamble. 

Senator WeLKerR. You stay in and gamble; is that it? You want. 
to tell the committee now that you hit a lick on the part of this $310, 
and by “hitting a lick’”’ I mean you won? 

Mr. Doveutas. It might. 

Senator WeLker. It might? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. Don’t give me that kind of an answer. You say 
“Yes” or “No.” Your counsel will tell you to do that. If you do not 
remember, say so. You know good and well you did not do any 
gambling that night, and none of that $300 came from gambling; isn’t 
that a fact? 

Mr. Dovetas. I saved some of that money. 

Senator WeLker. All right. Where did you save it from? 

Mr. Doveuas. From where I worked previously. 

Senator Werxer. All right. How much of it did you save from 
gambling? 

Mr. Dovetas. I might have had about $50. 

Senator Wre._ker. You might have had about $50? I am tired of 
these “might” and ‘‘maybe” answers. Now, you tell me. 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not recall. 

Senator WeLker. That is the way; now you are testifying, but 
don’t give me these round-the-rosey bushes. You do not know 
whether you had anything from gambling; do you? As a matter of 
fact, you know you didn’t gamble; don’t you? 
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Mr. Dovauas. I did gamble. 

Senator WeLtker. Who did you gamble with and where? Come 
on now, hurry along. 

Mr. Dovauas. If you want the name of people I gambled with, 
I gambled at my own place. 

Senator Weiker. All right. Who with? George Williams or 
Melvin Sutton? 

Mr. Dovatas. I gambled with none of them. 

Senator WeLker. Who did you gamble with? That will be very 
interesting. 

Mr. Dovauas. I do not know all the fellows’ names. 

Senator WELKER. I do not care about all of them. Just give me 
the name of one. Let us “‘finger’’ one of them; let us find out who 
it is. 

Mr. Dovatas. I cannot recall their names, sir. 

Senator Wreiker. That is the business. What were you doing, 
shooting dice? 

Mr. Doveuas. Playing cards. 

Senator WeL_ker. What kind of cards? 

Mr. Dovetas. Poker. 

Senator WeLker. Poker. Draw or stud? 

Mr. Dovatas. Stud poker. 

Senator WeLker. Highball, lowball, just only stud? 

Mr. Dovatas. Straight stud. 

Senator WELKER. How did these men get to your house? 

You had better look around 2 or 3 times because you are not just 
coming clean, I don’t believe. I hope you are. I don’t want to 
mislead you or trap you. 

Now, do you want to do a retake on that stud-poker business? 
You know, as a matter of fact, that you did not play stud poker in 
that place; don’t you? 

Mr. Dovetas. We have played stud poker. 

Senator Wexker. All right. Did you play stud poker there? 

Mr. Dovetas. I played stud poker there. 

Senator WeLkerR. With whom? 

Mr. Dovetas. I cannot recall. 

Senator WELKER. How many people? 

Mr. Dovetas. It would be sometimes 3 or 4. 

Senator WeLKer. How would they get there? 

Mr. Dovetas. They would walk in. 

Senator We._ker. They would just walk in. How did they know 
where to walk? 

Billy, let me tell you something; I have defended a lot of people 
who have been in serious trouble, and I have never seen anybody try 
to get into serious trouble any more ably than you have, and you are, 
and I feel sorry for vou; really I do. 

We cannot leave this record here like it is. If so, the chairman and 
I would be criticized. 

I have really seen a lot of boys make mistakes, and I felt sorry for 
them, and I might act to you like I am real rough and tough, but I 
have defended a lot more boys than I ever was a “‘cuter,”’ and you 
know what I mean by “cuter,” that is the prosecutor, and someplace 
in my heart there is always a bit of sympathy for a fellow who makes 
a mistake, and I feel sorry for you. But you are going to wear out 
my patience, Billy, because you are not telling the truth, are you? 
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Mr. Douauas. I am telling the truth. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Billy, do you mean to tell me that you had 
any part of the sum of over $300 as a result of poker winnings in stud 
poker from 3 or 4 people who just innocently walked in, neither of 
which you knew? Neither of whom you knew? Come on now, tell 
me the truth; I am getting tired of this business. 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not recall the names, Senator. 

Senator WELKER. What? 

Mr. Dovucuas. I cannot recall the names. 

Senator WELKER. You cannot recall their names now? A minute 
ago you told me you didn’t know their names. Now you say you 
cannot recall them. 

Mr. Dovetas. That was the same thing I meant. 

Senator WELKER. Well, they do not mean the same, because it 
amounts to the same because you are not telling the truth, are you? 

Mr. Dovetas. I am telling the truth. 

Senator WeLKer. You are not telling the truth, and you know 
you are not. 

Now, how much of this $318 came by virtue of your gambling? 

Mr. Douc.uas. I do not know, sir. 

Senator WeLkerR. Did you ever lose any with these people you 
had never seen before? 

Mr. Dovuatas. Yes, I have lost, and I have won. 

Senator WELKER. You have lost, and you have won. 

Did you have a place that was kind of well known as a gambling 
house where people were kind of—you would send out shills to invite 
them in so you could clip them a little bit? 

Mr. Dovetas. I would not, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You did not send out anybody to invite these 
people in, did you? 

Mr. Dovauas. I did not send no invitations or anything. 

Senator WeLker. Did anybody send out and get these men in to 
play stud poker with you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Then how in the world did they know where 
you lived or know that they could play stud poker with you? 

Mr. Dove.as. I would tell them. 

Sneator WeLKeR. You would tell them. How would you tell 
them? Would you go out on the street and tell them? 

Mr. Dovuauas. I might be at a poolroom or something. 

Senator WELKER. Ina poolroom. Now we are getting back to the 
poolroom. 

Did you ever invite Buck up for a little game? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator We.Lker. As a matter of fact, you did not invite anybody. 
Do you mean to tell me you would be stupid enough to invite any 
Tom, Dick, or Harry and invite them in to a poker game not knowing 
that they were professionals or cardsharps? Billy, does that sound 
reasonable to you? Do you want us to believe that? You are 
having a pretty hard time answering these questions, aren’t you? 

Mr. Dovuatas. No, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. Why don’t you answer the last one, then? 

Mr. Dove.tas. It is the truth, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You must like it in the penitentiary. 
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Did you ever see a gentleman by the name of Harry Beall? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Did you ever hear of that name? 

Mr. Dovetas. Harry Beall? 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Mr. Dove.as. I never heard of it. 

Senator WELKER. Maybe I can refresh your memory. When you 
go into the reformatory or penitentiary you are classified, are you not? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And you are asked many, many questions by 
the classification officer? 

Mr. DovaG.as. That is right, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Did you ever hear of a Mr. Beall? 

Mr. Douatas. I have. 

Senator WELKER. Now youhave. You can recall that now; and he 
was assistant superintendent of classification out at Lorton, wasn’t he? 

Mr. Dova.tas. | don’t recall his position. 

Senator WELKER. A pretty good fellow, wasn’t he? He was a 
pretty good fellow, wasn’t he? 

Mr. Dovatas. I don’t recall him. 

Senator WELKER. Well, be asked you a lot of questions. 

He tried to get you classified in the institution, the best place for 
you. 

I admire those people very much because I have seen them work 
in different institutions, and they try their best to get these people 
located in jobs that they like, jobs that they are qualified to do, and 
Mr. Beall was one of those, w 't he? He did his best? 

Mr. Dovauas. Yes. 

Senator WELKER. Was he a white or colored man? 

Mr. Dovetas. He is white, I think. 

Senator Wexiker. I will ask you if it is not a fact that you told 
Mr. Beall in classification at Lorton when you went in that you had 
been using dope for 2 years. 

Mr. Dove.as. No, sir; I cannot recall telling him that. 

Senator WELKER. You cannot recall telling him that. 

Would you tell me that you did not tell him that? 

Mr. Dovatas. I wouldn’t say that I didn’t. I can’t recall telling 
him. 

Senator WeLkKerR. You would not say you did or didn’t? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Wetker. Why, under heaven’s green earth, would you 
have any reason to tell a man that you had been using dope for 2 
years if you had not been using dope for 2 years? 

Now, vou see, Billy 

Mr. Dovetas. I don’t know why I told him that, sir, if I told him. 

Senator WetkeEr. I don’t either. I don’t believe anybody in this 
hearing room would know why you did either. 

We will have Mr. Beall here for you; we are going to have a lot of 
company for you here later that you have asked for, and you are 
going to really be cross-examined quite fully. 

Now, come on and tell me you do not know it to be a fact that you 
told Mr. Beall, this gentleman, this fine man, who befriended you, as 
he did all the inmates, the unfortunate boys who have been convicted, 
you told him you had been on the dope for 2 years. 

71515—56—pt. 426 
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Mr. Dovauas. I cannot recall telling him that, sir. 

Senator WeLKeER. You cannot recall telling him? 

Mr. Dovatas. I cannot. 

Senator WeL_ker. You could have told him that or you couldn’t 
have told him that. Do you remember telling him anything at all? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not remember telling him any specific thing. 

Senator WeLKer. Did you tell him that you were a shover? Did 
you tell him that you worked in drugstores? Did you tell him that 
you were a second-story man or anything like that? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not recall telling him that. 

Senator We_ker. You do not recall telling him anything. 

Well, now, that hurts me a great deal, and here is a man who tried 
his best to make you comfortable in a place that certainly is not 
comfortable to anybody; and you sat down and tried to put that man, 
that officer, in a hole by saying that what he wrote on your classifica- 
tion chart was, in fact, false, namely, that you had been a dope addict 
for 2 years. 

Now, Billy, you can hit pretty low, but I think that is hitting 
pretty hard. 1 am going to say something about this officer that 
you say beat you up and made you confess that you were a dope addict 
a little later on. 

That is not fair either, because you know it is not the truth, don’t 
you? 

Mr. Dovatas. It is the truth. 

Senator WELKER. Well, it isn’t. Anyone with the sense of an 
ape would know that it is not true. 

I have heard some wild, outlandish stories in my nearly 30 years of 
the practice of law, but this is the wildest, most outhendadh, most 


unreasonable story I have ever heard in a courtroom, a hearing room 


or in a barroom, and you sit here and expect Senator Daniel and me to 
believe this line of chatter that, honest to heavens, I cannot believe 
you are sincere when you tell it to us. 

Did you report that $318 to the Federal internal revenue people? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did not. 

Senator WreLkrer. When was the last time you filed an income-tax 
return? 

Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t been out yet to file. 

Senator WELKER. What? 

Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t been out long enough to file one yet. If 
you make over $600 or something like that. 

Senator WELKER. | see. 

I will be able to help you maybe on that a little later. Maybe we 
can get together on figures, and I[ will find out how much you made. 

But at the time of your arrest, when you needed the ice water so 
hurriedly, and then the rumbling caused you to go upstairs again, 
you had $318. 

Now, you know good and well you were making money from the 
sale of heroin, weren’t you? 

Mr. Dovatas. I was not, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You have been to the 11th grade? 

Mr. Dovauas. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. Do you know what it is to tell the truth? 

Mr. Doveutas. I do, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You know the obligation of an oath? 
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Mr. Dovetas. I do, sir. 

Senator WeLker. And you still want to put your friend, Mr. Beall, 
behind the eight ball by saying that he forged a public document when 
he wrote that you stated to him you had been a dope addict for 2 years? 

Mr. Doveuas. I did not wish to say that he forged anything, sir. 

Senator Wetker. All right. Why don’t you tell us the truth on it? 

Mr. Dovetas. | am telling you the truth on it. | do not recall 
telling him. 

Senator WELKER. You do not recall telling him? 

Mr. Dove tas. I do not, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Stand up, will you? I want to look at you. 

(The witness rises.) 

Senator WELKER. Step around here so I can look at that suit of 
clothes. I have got my eye on it, Billy. 

You have two suits of clothes to your name? You say you bought 
that in 1950? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did, sir. 

Senator Wetker. When did you buy those pretty slick looking 
shoes? 

Mr. Dove tas. I bought them this vear, I think. 

Senator Wetker. This year? Sit down, Billy. 

(The witness resumed his seat.) 

Senator Wetker. That suit has not been worn over 3 or 4 times, 
has it, or a dozen times? 

Mr. Dovctas. It has been in a renewal of something, moths. 

Senator Wetker. They did a retake on it? 

Mr. Dovctas. It was—it has been in moths. 

Senator WeLKer. Moths? 

Mr. Dovetas. Renewal, stuff they call renewal, like a moth process. 

Senator WELKER. Does that save wear and tear on the cuffs? 

Mr. Dove tas. It does. 

Senator WeLker. Moth renewal? 

Mr. Dovetas. It doesn’t save wear and tear on the cuffs; it doesn’t 
save wear and tear on anything. 

Senator WeLKer. How about the elbow? 

Mr. Dovetas. It doesn’t. 

Senator We.ker. Billy, my boy, I see we are going to have to 
work quite a while with you, but I will be here. I wish to heavens 
you would help this committee by being a little bit more frank and 
being a little bit more honest with us. 

You have only put the Metropolitan Police Department in the 
hole; put Mr. Beall in the hole. Now I think you are trying to put 
this committee in the hole. Why would any member of the Metro- 
politan Police Department try to force you to confess that you were 
a dope addict when you were an admitted burglar? You admitted 
it at the time of the arrest that you had committed a burglary. 

Mr. Dovetas. I didn’t say they tried to force me to say I was an 
addict, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You what? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not say that they tried to force me to say 
that I was an addict. 

Senator WELKER. What did they try to force you to say 

Mr. Dovetas. They weren’t trying to force me to say anything. 
They were whipping on me and | was told by a fellow if I wanted 
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them to stop, wanted them people to stop whipping on me, just to 
admit I was a dope addict. 

Senator WELKER. Now we make the Metropolitan Police even 
more terrible. 

Without any reason whatsoever they just started beating you 
when they had the goods on you for burglary, one of the sneakiest, 
lyingest offenses I know of. 

I admire good criminals compared to these little sneak thieves with 
screwdrivers. 

So now you are telling us that the Metropolitan Police, just after 
they had made a case against you, after you had admitted it, because 
somebody else suggested, after they had started beating on you, as 
you say, then somebody else—you do not know who it was- —suggested 
they would stop beating you if you just said you were a dope ‘addict. 

Mr. Dovatas. That is what I was told. 

Senator Wreiker. How stupid do you think a congressional com- 
mittee is? 

Now, my boy, vou have asked for it, and I am going to see that 
you get justice. 

If you are innocent, fine. But if vou are guilty, you ought to be 
insured against sunshine for the rest of your life, do you “know it, 
because such characters as you who would malign the Metropolitan 
Police Department when they performed their duty, caught you, you 
had admitted the burglary, and after that they started to beat you 
and assault you, and then you sit there and tell the incredible story 
about Mr. Beall, the classification officer. 

Never in my lifetime have I heard such a story. You have asked 
for it and vou are going to get it. You are not going to come up 
here and lie to a cong! ressional committee, and if “there is anybody 
who wants to censure me by telling me that I have been unfair, by 
saying this record is full of falsehoods from top to bottom, let us get 
the censure resolution started right away. 

Senator Daniet. Douglas, when this man came upstairs and saw 
you there in the house the night vou were arrested, January of this 
year, did you hear him ask this little boy if you had done anything 
about something vou had in your hand, if vou had put it in the 
commode? 

Mr. Doveuas. No; I did not, sir. 

Senator DanieLt. Why does this boy call you Uncle Billy? He 
just calls you that, he is no kin to you? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, he is not, sir. 

Senator DantgL. Well, the little boy was there that night; was he 
not? 

Mr. Dovetas. He was in the house, ves. 

Senator Danie. You heard these officers talking to him, did you 
not? 

Mr. Dovetuas. No, I did not, with the exception—— 

Senator DanrieL. Didn’t you hear the little boy tell the officers 
there that, “U ncle Billy had thrown what he had in the commode 
and flushed it”’ 

Mr. ee No; I did not hear him tell the officers. 

Senator Danie. You did not hear him tell the officers when they 
asked him if it was little capsules vou had put in the commode and 
flushed? 
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Mr. Doveutas. No; I did not, sir. 

Senator Daniev. Didn’t you tell the boy to hush up and not talk 
any more? 

Mr. Dovetas. That was downstairs when he brought him down- 
stairs. 

Senator Danie. Well, downstairs, whenever you talked to him, 
did you hear him tell the officers about what you had flushed down 
the commode? 

Mr. Dove.as. No, I didn’t downstairs, sir. 

Senator DanteLt. What was he saying when you told him to hush 
up? 
Mr. Doveuas. When he came downstairs I think it was about the 
money or something. 

Senator DanreL. What did you tell the little boy to hush up for? 

Mr. Dovetas. I told the boy to shut up. 

Senator DanreL. What was he saving at the time you told him to 
shut up? 

Mr. Dove.as. It was concerning my money. 

Senator Dante. He was telling about your money? 

Mr. Dovetas. I think it was. It was concerning my money. 

Senator Danrev. Did you tell the officer here about your suits? 
He asked you about whose suits those were in the closets. 

Mr. Dovetas. Suits? 

Senator Dantex. Suits of clothes. 

Mr. Dovauas. I can’t recall the suits, anything about suits, sir. I 
acknowledged the clothes that was in the closet that belonged to me. 

Senator Danre.. You did? 

Mr. Dovetas. I did. 

Senator Danret. About how many suits were there in the closet 
that you said belonged to you? 

Mr. Dove.as. About 2 or 3. 

Senator DanreL. Would you be sure there were not over 2 or 3? 

Mr. Dove.as. That is all I can recall I ever had at that time. 

Senator DanteL. You are positive you did not tell the officer that 
5 Or 10 suits in that closet belonged to you? 

Mr. Dovauas. No; there was not that many in there, sir. 

Senator Danrex. You did not tell him that the suits in that closet, 
5 or 10 suits, belonged to you? 

Mr. Dovauas. There wasn’t that many in there, sir. There were 
suits in there I acknowledged that were mine, but there was not that 
many in there. 

Senator Danint. How many would you say would be the most that 
would be in there? 

Mr. Doveatas. The most that would be in there would be 2 or 3 
suits. 

Senator Danrex. Did you once live at 110 Quincy Street? 

Mr. Dovctas. 110? 

Senator Daniez. Yes. 

Mr. Dovetas. I would like to know if I could consult my attorney, 
sir. 

Senator DanreL. You may. 

(The witness consulted with his attorney.) 

Senator Danteu. I think you have already testified about your 
address. I just want to be sure. Did you live at 110 Quincy Street? 
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Mr. Doveuas. I didn’t hear that. 

Senator Danrget. I say, did you ever live at 110 Quincy Street? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer that, Senator, on the ground it 
may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator Dante. Well, I think you have already answered that. I 
am going to check that. Do you own any property in Washington, 
in the District? 

Mr. Dovatas. I refuse to answer it on the grounds it may tend to 
incriminate me. 

Senator Dantet. Did you sell 

Senator Wetxer. Mr. Chairman, I do not know the line that the 
distinguished chairman wishes to take. Would there be real property, 
any property of record? 

Senator Danie. Any property. 

Senator Wetxker. If it is real property it is a matter of deed, it is a 
matter of public record and before you can take the fifth amendment, 
I am sure that able counsel, Mr. Williams, will tell his client that there 
must be a disclosure before you can take the fifth amendment. 

Where there is such a document as a deed, a deed is of record, and 
how could there be a disclosure because that has already been disclosed. 

Pardon the interruption, but I wanted my observation on the record. 

Senator Daniex. I was coming to that. Do you own any real 
property, a house or lot, in Washington? 

Mr. Dovetas. No. 

Senator DanreL. Have you ever owned one? 

Mr. Dovatas. No; I have not. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever have any interest in a house at 
110 Quincy Street? 

Mr. Dovetas. I have not. 

Senator Danrex. Did you ever live at 110 Quincy Street? 

Mr. Dovatas. Did I live there? 

Senatcr DaninL. Yes; have you ever lived there? 

Mr. Dovetas. If I ever lived at 110 Quincy Street? 

Senator Danieu. If you ever lived there, that is right. 

Mr. Dovauas. I refuse to answer that, sir, on the ground it might 
incriminate. 

Senator Danrev. Did you ever sell narcotic drugs there at 110 
Quincy Street? 

Mr. Dovauas. I have never sold any drugs. 

Senator Danie. Anywhere? 

Mr. Dovetas. Anywhere. 

Senator Danie. I am going to ask you about some specific sales 
of drugs, and you understand when I ask you about heroin I mean 
to include the terms “junk,” “stuff,” or any other name that it is 
known by. You understand? 

Mr. Dovauas. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Did you ever sell any heroin to Jacqueline 
Garret? 

Mr. Dovatas. I haven’t sir. 

Senator Danie. You know her; do you not? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not. 

Senator DanreL. You do not know Jacqueline Garret? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever know Ceola Williams? 
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Mr. Dovatas. I did not, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever know Carlton Hansford? 

Mr. Dovatas. I did not. 

Senator Danie. Did you ever know Ethel Gore? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Did you ever know McKinley Gore? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Did you ever know Dave Hansford? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Did you ever know Mary Gravette? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did you ever know Barbara Kinney? 

Mr. Dove.as. I do not. 

Senator Dante. Did you ever know Joseph Sisney? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, I did not, sir. 

Senator Dante. I will ask you about each and every one of these 
people, whether you ever sold any one of them any heroin? 

Mr. Dovetas. That is right, I have not, sir. 

Senator Danrev. You did not. All right. Mr. Speer is going to 
bring you a picture here of Jacqueline Garret and also another picture. 
You look at them and see if you have ever seen these people. 

(Two photographs were handed to the witness.) 

Senator DanieL. That picture we will refer to as exhibit E. 

(The photograph referred to was marked “Exhibit E” and is on 
file with the committee.) 

Senator DanteL. You never saw this woman before? Before you 
answer this 

Mr. Dovetas. I have not, sir. 

Senator DaNnr&EL (continuing). I want to tell you that the evidence 
brought before our investigators is she drove a taxi, has been in and out 
of your house time and again; she was there the night you were 
arrested in January, or at least brought some people there. 

Mr. Dovetas. This does not resemble the Jackie I know, sir. 

Senator Danie.. This does not resemble her? Do you know a 
Jacqueline Garret? 

Mr. Dovetas. I do not know a Jacqueline Garret; I know a Jackie. 

Senator Dante. What does this Jackie you know do? 

Mr. Dovetas. The Jackie I know is, she just got through doing 
time in Occoquan, the one who lived in the house. 

Senator Danteu. Does she drive a taxicab? 

Mr. Dovetas. She does not. 

Senator DanreL. You never saw the woman whose picture has 
been identified here as exhibit D before? 

Mr. Doveauas. I do not know her. 

Senator DanizEv. I say, did you ever see her before? 

Mr. Dovetas. I may have seen her, sir, but I do not know her. 

Senator Dovcias. Do you ever remember seeing a woman who 
looked like that? 

Mr. Dovetas. No, sir; not look like that. 

Senator Danieu. Show him the other picture. That will be referred 
to as exhibit F. 

(The photograph was shown to the witness.) 

Senator Danie. Did you ever see that man? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir; I seen him. 
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Senator DanieL. What is his name? 

Mr. Doveuas. His name is Baker. 

Senator DanieL. What Baker? 

Mr. Doveuas. Tom Baker. 

Senator DanteL. Where does he live? 

Mr. Doveauas. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Does he live in Washington? 

Mr. Dovatas. He does. 

Senator DanreLt. What business dealings have you had with him? 

Mr. Dovauas. I never had any. I was brought up around him. 

Senator Danrev. Brought up around him? 

Mr. Dovatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did you ever sell any heroin to him? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I have not. 

Senator Dante. Did he ever furnish you money to buy heroin with? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, he has not. 

Senator Dantex. Did he ever furnish you heroin to sell to other 
people? 

Mr. Dovauas. No, he has not. 

Senator Danteu. Did he ever borrow a 1953 Ford with Virginia 
license tags from in front of your house? 

Mr. Dovuauas. Yes, he has. 

Senator DanteL. Who owns that 1953 Ford? 

Mr. Doveatas. Buck. 

Senator DanteL. Who? 

Mr. Doveuas. Buck. 

Senator DanteL. Buck who? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know his last name. 

Senator Danret. The same man that you told Senator Welker 
about? 

Mr. Doveatas. That is correct. 

Senator Dantev. And you loaned Buck’s car to Tom Baker? 

Mr. Dovatas. I have. 

Senator Danret. And Tom Baker drove the car away from your 
house to his house, right? 

Mr. Dovatas. I do not know where he drove it at, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Anyway, he borrowed the car? 

Mr. Dovauas. He did. 

Senator Dantex. This 1953 car that belongs to Buck; is that right? 

Mr. Doveatas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Dante. You had no interest whatsoever in that car? 

Mr. Dovetas. Other than using it. 

Senator Dantex. Other than using it? 

Mr. Dovatas. That is all. 

Senator Danret. You did not put up any money for that car? 

Mr. Dovatas. No, I did not, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Why did it stay at your house? 

Mr. Dovauas. Because the fellow didn’t have—as I hear it, he 
don’t have his notes or something; I don’t know how it went down. 

Senator Dantex. All right. Any further questions? All right, 
you may step aside. You will be under subpena of this committee, 
and we will notify you if we need you back. 

Mr. Shutta, Mr. Hitt, and Mr. Fred Wilson. You have been 
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sworn, Mr. Wilson. How about Mr. Wurms, you have not been 
sworn. 

All of you please raise your right hands and be sworn. 

Mr. Shutta, Mr. Hitt, Mr. Wurms, Mr. Wilson, you already have 
been sworn, that is ood enough— do you and eac ‘h of you solemnly 
swear the testimony you are about to give to this subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Suutta. Yes. 

Mr. Hirr. Yes. 

Mr. Wuras. Yes. 


TESTIMONY OF ALBERT M. SHUTTA, METROPOLITAN POLICE 
DEPARTMENT 


Senator Danie... Mr. Shutta, will you give your full name and 
your title. 

Mr. Suurra. Albert M. Shutta, probationary detective at No. 2 
precinct, Metropolitan Police Force. 

Senator Danie. Were you serving in that capacity on the day of 
February 26, 1951? 

Mr. Suurta. I was, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Were you the arresting officer of William Dillard 
Douglas on the occasion of the housebreaking charge you have heard 
testified about? 

Mr. Suurta. I was, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Where did you go to arrest William Douglas? 
Mr. Suurrta. I arrested him, along with the complainant and 
colored man, at Episcopal Hospital in the lobby. The complainant 
had chased him there from his own apartment at 1402 Massachusetts 

Avenue. 

Senator DanieL. Were you alone or were there some other officers 
with you? 

Mr. Suurta. There were two uniformed men from No. 3 precinct 
there. 

Senator Dante. Did you put him under arrest? 

Mr. Suurra. Put him under arrest at Episcopal Hospital. 

Senator Danie. Did you put him in your car? 

Mr. Suutta. He was put into the No. 3 scout car and taken to No, 
3 precinct. 

Senator Danie. Did you go along with the car? 

Mr. Suurta. I followed the car down. 

Senator Dante. You followed the car down? 

Mr. Suutta. In my own car. 

Senator Daniex. In your car? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Did you see anyone strike him at all? 

Mr. Suutta. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Daniet. Was he in your sight all of the time? 

Mr. Suutta. Most of the time. 

Senator Danieu. Most of the time. 

Mr. Suutta. I followed him down and the scout car pulled around 
the side of the police station and they took him directly upstaris to 
the detectives’ room. 
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Senator Danie. Did you follow him up there? 

Mr. Suutta. Yes, I did. 

Senator Danrev. Did you see any sign of any blow on his face or eye? 

Mr. Suurta. No, sir; I didn’t see any signs. 

Senator Dante. Did you see any scratch on him anywhere? 

Mr. Suutta. No, sir; [ didn’t. 

Senator Danrex. Did he complain to you that anybody had hit him? 

Mr. Suutta. No, sir; he did not. 

Senator Danret. Did you write out what you call the lineup sheet 
on him? 

Mr. Suutta. The lineup sheet; yes, sir; I did. 

Senator Danreu. Did he give you all the information here on the 
sheet? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir, he did. 

Senator Danrex. And did he tell you that he was a dope addict? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir, he did. 

Senator Danie. Did he tell you what kind of dope he used? 

Mr. Suurta. I don’t recall him telling me that. 

Senator DanreLt. Whom did you send him to next? 

Mr. Suurta. I sent him down to the identification bureau for prints 
and pictures. 

Senator Danre.. Is that at headquarters? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir, that is. 

Senator Danret. Mr. Hitt worked there? 

Mr. Suurra. He was working out of headquarters at that time. 

Senator Daniet. At headquarters? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Did you take this boy Douglas down there, or 
send him down there? 

Mr. Suurta. I sent him down. After we make the lineup sheets 
the patrol wagon takes him down there. 

Senator Dante. The patrol wagon takes him down? 

Mr. Suurta. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreLt. You saw no sign of any blow on his face or 
anywhere? 

Mr. Suurra. No, sir, I did not. 

Senator Danrexu. Did he talk to anyone sitting there in the precinct 
building where you worked this lineup sheet before he told you that 
he was a dope addict? 

Mr. Suurta. I took him upstairs to our room and there was no one 
else in the room, and he told me he was a dope addict, and he was 
taken back down, booked and put in a cell. 

Senator DanreL. You have heard him testify that somebody sitting 
around there told him that if he wanted to keep from getting beaten 
up just say he was a dope addict. 

Mr. Suutra. I heard him say that; yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. Could that have been possible; was there anybody 
there that could have told him that? 

Mr. Suurta. Nobody there that could have told him that. 

Senator WeLKEeR. May I ask him a question? Was that true, his 
statement? 

Mr. Suutta. That he was beaten? 

Senator WreLker. Yes. He was beaten and somebody that he 
could not identify suggested that if you wanted to stop the beating 
admit you were a dope addict. Was that a truthful statement? 
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Mr. Suutta. No, sir; that was not true. 
Senator Daniet. All right, Mr. Hitt, anything else? 


TESTIMONY OF ALBERT B. HITT, METROPOLITAN POLICE 
DEPARTMENT 


Senator Daniex. Mr. Hitt, this boy William Dillard Douglas, was 
he brought to you February 26, 1951? 

Mr. Hirt. He was brought to headquarters. We have what we 
call a lineup down there, down at headquarters is when to go to 
rollcall after the prisoners are brought out and shown on the lineup, 
then we talk to them. At that particular time I was assigned to the 
general assignment squad that deals with housebreaking and larceny 
cases, and that is why I had occasion to talk to him. 

Senator Danie. That is why you had occasion to talk to him? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. In the meantime had Mr. Shutta already filled out 
the lineup sheet as far as the typed information on there is concerned? 

Mr. Hirr. Yes, sir; that comes to the lineup with the prisoner. 

Senator Danie. It came to the lineup with the prisoner? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Your full name is what, for the record? 

Mr. Hirt. Albert B. Hitt. H-i-t-t. 

Senator Danret. What is your title? 

Mr. Hirr. Lieutenant, Metropolitan Police Department. 

Senator Danret. All right. When you interviewed this boy, did 
you see any scars on him or any bleeding or anything around the eyes 
or anywhere that would indicate he had been—that someone had 
struck him? 

Mr. Hirt. No, sir. 

: Senator Daniet. Did he complain to you that anybody had hit 
1im? 

Mr. Hirr. No, sir. 

Senator Danie. Did he tell you whether or not he was a dope 
addict? 

Mr. Hirt. I talked to him, and I looked at that sheet the other day 
and I know I had on there where I had asked him, and he told me. 
I asked him how much dope he was using, and he told me $6 worth 
of heroin a day. 

Senator Danrev. This information that was added in ink, I will 
ask you if you know who added those three lines. 

Mr. Hirt. Can I look at it? 

Senator Danie.. Yes. 

Mr. Hirt. I added that myself. 

Senator Daniet. Is that your handwriting? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. You added it that day when he appeared before 
you in the lineup? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrex. And it reads: 

Out of jail since January 7, 1951. Dope addict. States he used $6 worth of 
heroin per day. 

Who gave you that information? 

Mr. Hirt. He did. 
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Senator Daniet. Are you sure that he told you it was heroin 
that he was using? 

Mr. Hrrv. If he hadn’t, I would not have put it down there. [ 
put down just what he told me. 

Senator Daniev. You heard him swear that he did not tell you 
that he was using hereoin? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Or that he was using $6 worth a day? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. You are positive that he did give you this infor- 
mation and that you wrote it on this sheet? 

Mr. Hirr. If he had not given it to me I would not have written 
it on the sheet. 

Senator Daniet. And you say because of that you are positive 
that the man gave you that information? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanizeL. Senator Welker? 

Senator WeL_ker. When the witness testified he did not give you 
this information, did he tell the truth? 

Mr. Hirr. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. That is all. 

Senator Danieu. Mr. Fred Wilson? Mr. Wurms, if you will come 
forward, too. 


TESTIMONY OF FRED EARL WILSON, BUREAU OF NARCOTICS—- 


Resumed; AND IVAN WURMS, METROPOLITAN POLICE DE- 
PARTMENT 


Senator Danie. Mr. Fred Wilson, you are with the Bureau of 
Narcotics? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. And you have already been sworn and have 
testified previously before this committee? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Mr. Wurms, will you identify yourself, please. 

Mr. Wuras. My name is Ivan Wurms. 

Senator DanieL. Are you with the Federal Bureau of Narcotics? 

Mr. Wuras. No, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Who are you with? 

Mr. Wuras. Metropolitan Police Department. 

Senator DanieL. Did you two gentlemen make the raid on 1452 
Fairmont Street NW., on the 18th of January 1955, that we have 
been hearing about today? 

Mr. Witson. We did. 

Mr. Wuras. We did. 

Senator Danrex. I will ask Mr. Wurms—I believe Mr. Wilson 
has already testified about that raid—and I will ask Mr. Wurms 
for him to answer the questions for a while, at least. 

You two gentlemen, I believe, were watching the house that night? 

Mr. Wurs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danigu. Did you see any drug addicts known to you as 
drug addicts go into that house? 

Mr. Wuras. Not go in the house, sir. 

Senator DanigeL. Ceola Williams, [ am talking about? 
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Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Where did you see her? 

Mr. Wurms. As she was coming out of the areaway alongside 
this house on University Place NW. 

Senator Dantex. I believe you first saw Ceola Williams with two 
other drug addicts earlier in the evening? 

Mr. Wurms. We did, sir. 

Senator Danre.. You did? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dantet. Did you know all three of them to have been 
drug addicts? 

Mr. Wurns. I believe we examined Ceola Williams and found 
needle marks on her, and the other two I had known previously as 
being petty thieves. If they were narcotic addicts, | couldn’t very 
well say to that, sir. 

Senator Danret. You saw them earlier in the evening near the 
neizhborhood of Fairmont Street? 

Mr. Wurns. 14th and T Streets NW. 

Senator Danteu. 14th and T Streets? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Then a little later in the evening you had a 
surveillance on this house where you found William Douglas at 1452 
Fairmont Street NW.? 

Mr. Wurms. We were answering a complaint at that time, and had 
received the information concerning this house on Fairmont Street 
where narcotic addicts and traffic was taking place. 

Senator Danret. While you were watching the house, did you see 
Ceola Williams come out of the house? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante.. Just tell us what you saw. 

Mr. Wurns. Well, there was a taxicab waiting right by the area- 
way, and this girl came out of the areaway, and Agent Wilson and 
myself stepped out of the doorway, and Agent Wilson called Ceola’s 
name, at which time she turned around and saw us, and started to go 
into the cab and tried to get out the other side. 

Agent Wilson went to the right side of the cab, I proceeded to the 
cab, and observed her disposing of a quantity of capsules. 

Senator Danre.. Where did she throw them? 

Mr. Wurms. In the cab on the left side, sir. 

Senator Dante.. Did you pick up the capsules? 

Mr. Wurns. I did, sir. 

Senator Daniev. Later have them tested? 

Mr. Wurms. They were, sir. 

Senator Danret. And they were found to be what? 

Mr. Wurms. Quine hydrochloride and milk sugar, and heroin 
hydrochloride. 

Senator Danre.. And heroin hydrochloride? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Did she tell you who she bought them from? 

Mr. Wurms. She refused to say at that time, sir. 

Senator Dantex. Did she later tell you? 

Mr. Wuras. She never told us, sir. 

Senator DanieL. Mr. Wilson, did she ever tell you that she had 
bought them in that house? 
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Mr. Witson. No, sir. 

Senator Danie. Just tell us, later did you enter the house? 

Mr. Wuras. We did, sir. 

Senator DanitnLt. What did you do, go to the front door? 

Mr. Wurs. No, sir; the basement rear. 

Senator DanreL. Basement rear? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrgeu. Knock on the door? 

Mr. Wuras. I did, sir. 

Senator DanigL. What happened? 

Mr. Wurms. I asked for Ceola, if Ceola was there. A voice in- 
side said Ceola wasn’t there; and I said, ““A man knows Ceola is in 
there; let me in.” 

At that time a light went on and somebody pushed aside the window, 
a face I later identified as William Douglas. We heard commotion. 

Senator Danrev. William Douglas looked out that window? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danre.. All right; go ahead. 

Mr. Wurms. We heard commotion and people running upstairs. 

At that time we kicked in the door and proceeded to go upstairs 
ourselves. 

We went through the kitchen, the bedroom, the dining room, and 
one person who was later identified as Melvin Sutton proceeded up 
the stairs toward the third floor. 

Agent Wilson and myself went up the stairs. Agent Wilson appre- 
hanes Melvin Sutton; I proceeded downstairs and apprehended 
William Douglas, who was sitting on the couch in the living room. 
We then took him downstairs, and in the basement downstairs was 
Robert Pailey. 

Before we went downstairs, when I had William Douglas, we went 
in the bathroom, and the water in the commode was still swirling 
around. 

In the bed was a little boy. We thought it was his nephew because 
the boy called him “Uncle Billy.” 

Senator Dante. Called William Douglas “Uncle Billy’? 

Mr. Wurs. Yes, sir. 

We asked the nephew if he saw Uncle Billy go in the bathroom, and 
the boy said ‘‘yes,” he did. 

We asked him what he did there. He said he threw something in 
the toilet and flushed it. We asked him what it was he threw in 
the toilet, and he said it was little things; and we asked him was it 
a little capsule and did it have anything in it, and he said, yes, it 
had—it was white. 

The boy also told us that William Douglas threw something into 
a closet that was located in the bedroom. We went in the closet and 
found his address book. 

Senator WeLker. Found what? 

Mr. Wuras. His address book. 

Senator Danie. Address book. 

All right. Did William Douglas tell the little boy to quit talking? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir; he told him to hush up 

Senator DanreL. Was William Douglas an listening to all that 
you testified the little boy was telling to you? 
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Mr. Wuras. I believe he was, sir, because he told the little boy 
to hush up, and then we brought Douglas downstairs, and we con- 
tinued to question the little boy to find out if there was any possi- 
bility that Douglas had any more narcotics hidden in the house that 
the boy knew of, and we were upstairs talking to the boy, and Douglas 
was downstairs with the other prisoners. 

Senator Danrev. In other words, you know that Douglas told him 
to hush up when he was telling you about what Douglas threw in 
the commode and in the closet? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Did you and Fred Wilson bring these men on 
into the Metropolitan Police Department? 

Mr. Wurs. Yes, sir. 

We transported them, or rather we called up, and a No. 10 wagon 
came and took them to No. 10 precinct. 

The procedure had been to book them there, make the lineup sheet, 
and then would have had to transfer the names down to No. 13, 
because that is where I was still assigned. 

We had them transported from No. 10 precinct down to No. 13, 
and that is where we made the lineup sheet. 

Senator Danret. Who made up this lineup sheet? 

Mr. Wurms. Agent Wilson and myself; he typed it. 

Senator Daniex. I hold here a copy of the lineup sheet dated 
January 18, 1955, William (Billy) Douglas; nickname is Billy 
Douglas. Have you seen this? You gave it to me, as a matter of 
fact? 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteL. Who did you say typed it? 

Mr. Wurns. Agent Wilson typed it, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Agent Wilson sitting by you there? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Douetas. Were you present at the time? 

Mr. Wurms. I was, sir. 

Senator Danieu. Did you ask the questions of Douglas? 

Mr. Wuras. Part of the questions I asked, sir, and part Agent 
Wilson asked. 

Senator DanreL. From whom did you get the information you put 
on the lineup sheet? 

Mr. Wuras. William Dillard Douglas, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Over on the back of the lineup sheet under 
“Friends and associates” there are three names, Robert Bailey, 713 
Euclid Street NW. Where did you get that name? 

Mr. Wuras. The name was given to me by William Douglas. 

Senator Danie. Were all of these names given to you by William 
Douglas? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Now, I am going to turn to Agent Wilson. Agent 
Wilson, did you type up this lineup sheet? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. We will put this in the record and refer to it as 
exhibit H. 

(The document was marked ‘Exhibit H’”’ and is on file with the 
subcommittee. ) 
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Senator Danret. Did you hear Douglas give the names of his 
friends and associates? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danteu. Did he give all these names, three names you 
typed on here? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. You have heard him testify that he did not give 
you any one of these names, did you not? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did he, Mr. Wurms, back to you, sir? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Where did you get the name George Williams, 
1219 Harvard Street NW.? 

Mr. Wurms. From William Douglas, sir. 

Senator Danret. And the same thing as to Melvin Sutton, 919 
New York Avenue NW.? 

Mr. Wurms. From William Douglas, sir. 

Senator Danie. In other words, you asked the prisoner to give 
you the names of friends and associates? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. And he gave you these names? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. And Agent Wilson typed these names down as 
he gave them to you? 

Mr. Wurs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danint. Agent Wilson, is that your recollection of what 
transpired? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Where did you get these addresses? 

Mr. Wurns. He was not too familiar with the addresses, sir. We 
got those from the other lineup sheets from the prisoners. 

Senator Danrex. Didn’t you get those from the prisoner direct or 
did William Douglas ask them for their addresses? 

Mr. Wurms. To the best of my recollection, sir, he didn’t know the 
addresses. We got them from the other sheets. 

Senator DanieL. He did not know the addresses of the three 
people? 

Mr. Wurns. He said he didn’t. 

Senator Danie.. Were any of the three people sitting in the room 
where you were making out this sheet? 

Mr. Wuras. I believe Robert Bailey was, sir. 

Senator Dante. Robert Bailey? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanreL. Agent Wilson, what is your recollection as to 
where you got the addresses of those three people? 

Mr. Witson. The recollection is we took them from the address 
sheets, the other lineup sheets, after Bailey and Sutton had been 
previously processed, and returned to the cell block in No. 13. 

Senator Danie. But you are positive that as far as the names of 
friends and associates you got those from William Douglas? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Is that the customary way that you fill out one 
of these lineup sheets? 

Mr. Wiuson. How is that, sir? 
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Senator Danreu. That you ask the prisoner to give you the names 
of friends and associates? 

Mr. Witson. Always, sir. 

Senator Danret. What about you, Mr. Wurms? 

Mr. Worms. Yes, sir; you always ask the prisoner for their friends 
and associates. 

Senator Danreu. And that is what you did in this case? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. Any questions, Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. Gasque. No, sir. 

Senator Danreu. You had this telephone book of William Douglas 
or you have it? 

Mr. Wuras. I have, sir. 

Senator Danreu. Does it contain a phone number Sterling 3-4275? 

Mr. Wurns. It does, sir. 

Senator Danrge,. Do you know Carlton Hansford, who was con- 
victed for narcotic violations here recently? 

Mr. Wuras. I do, sir. 

Senator Dante. Did Douglas have a phone book? 

Mr. Wuros. He did, sir. 

Senator Dantexu. Did he have any kind of phone memorandum or 
phone numbers in it? 

Mr. Wurms. He did, sir. 

Senator Danrext. Did he have phone No. Sterling 3-4275 in his 
book? 

Mr. Wuras. He did, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you know Ethel Gore? 

Mr. Wuras. I do, sir. 

Senator Danreu. She testified before this committee. She was 
recently convicted on a narcotics violation; is that right? 

Mr. Wuras. That is right, sir. 

Senator Danteu. Did she have that phone number in her book? 

Mr. Wuras. She did, sir. 

Senator Danreu. In other words, William Douglas and these two 
people who have recently been convicted had this telephone number 
in their books or phone memoranda? 

Mr. Wuras. They did, sir. 

Senator Danie. All right. To whom was Sterling 3-4275 listed? 

Mr. Wuras. It was listed to Mrs. Mary Robinson, at 919 New 
York Avenue NW. This phone was disconnected March 23, 1955. 

Senator Danreu. After all these arrests it was discontinued? 

Mr. Wurms. We didn’t arrest Hansford and Ethel Gore—I think 
we arrested those two in April. 

Senator DanreL. Anyway, up until March 23, 1955, the phone was 
listed at 919 New York Avenue? 

Mr. Wuras. It was, sir. 

Senator Danret. And 919 New York Avenue appears to be the 
address given for Melvin Sutton at the time of his arrest on June 18, 
1955? 

Mr. Wuras. It was, sir. 

Senator Danre.. Is that correct? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 


71515—56—pt. 427 
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Senator Danret. Do you have other evidence that Melvin Sutton 
was selling drugs for William Douglas? You do not need to give it 
if it is still in the investigative stage. 

Mr. Wurms. We received information, Senator, that Melvin 
Sutton was working for William Douglas. 

Senator Danre.. In the dope traffic? 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dante. I will not ask you to go into any further detail 
than that at this time. 

Did the telephone book of William Douglas list any addicts who 
were known to you or to Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. WurMs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrgev. Will you name those addicts who were in William 
Douglas’ telephone book that you know to be addicts. What about 
Jerome? 

Mr. Wurms. We are getting that, sir. Mary Hill. 

Senator Danrtet. Who? 

Mr. Wurns. H-i-I-l. 

Senator Danre.. All right. 

Mr. Wurns. Jerome; and J. C. 

Senator Dante. Do you know who that person is? 

Mr. Wurms. We know a J. C. Roane. 

Senator Danreu. As a known drug addict? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator DanteE.. All right. Any more? 

Mr. Wurms. Miss Lil Washington. 

Senator DanieL. Who? 

Mr. Wuras. Lil Washington. 

Senator Danigx. Lil Washington? 

Mr. Wuras. L-i-l| Washington. 

Senator Danreu. Do you know her to be a drug addict? 

Mr. Wurms. We have received information that she was in narcotic 
traffic. 

Senator DANIEL. Selling heroin? 

Mr. Wurns. Selling; yes, sir. 

Beatrice Ligon. 

Senator Daniet. Do you know her to be a drug addict? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir; and she is now in the penitentiary. 

Senator Dante.. In the penitentiary? All right. 

Anyone else? 

Mr. Wuras. William Miller. 

Senator Dante. Is that Blue Miller? 

Mr. Wurns. It is, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Do you know him to be an addict or a dope 
trafficker? 

Mr. Wuras. A wholesale peddler of dope. 

Senator DanrEL. Wholesale peddler of dope? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrev. He has recently been convicted here 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir; in the district court. 

Senator Dante. (continuing). And given a heavy penalty? 

Mr. Wurns. 6 to 18 years. 

Senator DANIEL. 6 to 20 years, I believe. 
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His name, William Blue Miller was in William Douglas’ phone 
book, I mean hi 

Mr. Wuras. His address book; yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. His address book. Is that the address book you 
hold in your hand from which you are reading? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir; it is. 

Senator Danre.. That is good enough. There are some others; I 
believe I will not go into them; is that correct? 

Mr. WurMs. Yes, sir. 

May I just mention this one? 

Senator DanrgE.. Yes, sir; go ahead. 

Mr. Wuras. He has Irving Sims. 

Senator DantreE.. I-r-v-i-n-g? 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrg.. S-i-m-s? 

Mr. Wurns. Well, he has got it S-i-m-m; and Al Smith. 

Senator Dantex. Al Smith? 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Are they known to you to be drug addicts? 

Mr. Wurms. They both are, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you have any other type of information, tele- 
phone information, of any interest to the committee concerning 
William Douglas? 

Mr. Wurms. I have, sir. The phone number North 7-6678 is 
listed for a Miss Ella Williams at 1452 Fairmount Street, Northwest. 

Senator Danret. I believe that is the address where you made this 
raid? 

Mr. Wurns. It was, sir. 

During our investigations and in meeting certain people I came 
across the phone number in possession of one Barbara Kenney, 
David L. Hansford, Ethel Gore, and Joseph Sisney; all of those 
are narcotics addicts. 

Senator Danie. This telephone was listed at 1452 Fairmount 
where you raided the place and found William Douglas? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Where he says he stays? 

Mr. Wurs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danriet. The phone there is listed in the name of Miss 
Ella Williams? 

Mr. Wuras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danret. Do you have any evidence that that phone was 
being used by dope addicts to arrange for purchases from William 
Douglas of heroin? Iam not asking you to give what the information 
is, | am just asking you if you have evidence. 

Mr. Wurns. We have nothing for that, sir; nothing that we could 
say that the phone was being used, other than that the phone number 
was found on all these persons who have been convicted for narcotics, 
and are addicts. 

Senator Danret. Was there any other phone in that house? 

Mr. Wurms. Not that he had immediate access to, sir. 

Senator Danret. Not any other phone that Douglas had access 
to except this one? 

Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. Is that what you mean? 
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Mr. Wurms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrmt. Do you have any evidence that people were 
making arrangements for their heroin over the telephone that was in 
this residence? 

Mr. Wurns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniex. You do have. 

I am not asking for you to tell what it is, but you do have evidence 
that the phone was used for that purpose? 

Mr. Wupras. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danrez. All right. Is there anything else on this par- 
ticular subject you gentlemen think might be of interest to the com- 
mittee? It seems to me you have covered it well, and we thank you 
very much for all the assistance you have given to this committee. 

I did want to hear from our local narcotics agent in charge, Mr. 
Morrison today, but it is so late, Mr. Morrison, that we want to have 
more time, and we will meet again before Congress adjourns. You 
have been so patient and helped us all the way through that we appre- 
ciate it, and if it is all right with you we will hear from you when we 
convene again. 

; Mr. Morrison. Perfectly all right, Mr. Chairman. 

? Senator Danrex. Let the record show that Mr. Leroy W. Morrison, 
agent of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics in charge here in the District 
is present, and will testify later. 

Let me express my appreciation to you and to your men and to all 
others who have assisted us in this investigation. 

Mr. Counsel, you have an observation to make? 

Mr. Gasque. Mr. Chairman, if it is permissible with the chairman, 
we would appreciate it if Thomas Andrew, Federal narcotics agent, 
would place in the record a memorandum relative to Joseph James 
Bearer. 

Mr. ANDREW. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daniet. Mr. Andrew, will you come up here. 

Mr. ANDREW. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danie. Mr. Andrew, you are a Federal narcotics agent; 
you are a Federal narcotics agent here in the District? 

Mr. ANpDREw. I am, sir. 

Senator Dante. Just be seated. 

Mr. AnpreEw. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Danrev. Mr. Andrew, I understand you have prepared a 
full statement concerning Joseph James Bearer; is that Joseph James 
B-e-a-r-e-r? 

Mr. ANDREW. Yes, sir. 

Senator Danreu. That statement will be received in full and made a 
part of our record, but I wish you would summarize it just briefly 
for us. It is an interesting case, and certainly it bears on the situation 
as to search and seizure here in the District. 

A summary of the document referred to follows:) 


UnitTep States oF AMERICA v. JOSEPH J. BEARER 
Criminal No. 1210-51 
RESUME 


Thomas W. Andrew, narcotic agent in charge of the Washington field office, 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, testified that about 6 p. m., July 19, 1951, he had 
received information that a man named Joe was coming from New York by 
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lane and would meet a person known as Claiborne who was an associate of 

eff Histon and Dick Baslow, all three of whom were known to Andrew as drug 
addicts. Later Andrew received additional information that this man coming 
from New York was to go to the 1400 block of N Street NW., after his arrival 
in Washington, where he would be met by Claiborne. Andrew further testified 
that his information was that the defendant would be “possibly transporting 
narcotics” from New York to Washington, and that his source of information 
to all of the above facts was reliable. 

Andrew further testified that he, together with other narcotic agents, stationed 
himself in the vicinity of 14th and L Streets and about 7:10 p. m., he observed 
a Yellow Airport Taxicab, No. 111, bearing Virginia tags, pull up to 14th Street 
and the defendant was in the back seat. The cab stopped in front of a hotel; 
the defendant alighted from the cab, carrying a small tan overnight case, and 
entered the hotel. The defendant remained in the hotel approximately 30 seconds, 
and Andrew received a signal that this man was “Joe.’””’ The defendant hailed a 
taxicab and proceeded to 1422 N Street NW., where he left the cab. Andrew 
testified he then arrested the defendant, which was about 7:20 p. m. Andrew 
displayed his badge and said to defendant, ‘‘Joe, I am a Government narcotic 
agent. We understand that you are transporting drugs from New York. How 
about it?” Defendant replied, ‘‘No.’”? Andrew replied, ‘‘Do you mind if we look?” 
Defendant replied, ‘““No, here it is” and handed three envelopes containing 


narcotics to Andrew. Later defendant handed other packages of narcotics to 
Andrew. 


A motion was filed on behalf of the defendant to suppress the evidence for lack 
of probable cause to make an arrest, search and seizure. The trial court granted 
defendant’s motion. 

Senator Danren. Mr. Anslinger told us a little about the case, and 
if you would just summarize it for us, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. ANDREW. Would you want me to be sworn, sir? 

Senator Danriext. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are 
about to give to this subcommittee of the United States Senate 
Judiciary Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. AnpreEw. I do. 

Senator Danie. You may proceed. 


TESTIMONY OF THOMAS W. ANDREW, FEDERAL NARCOTIC 
AGENT, WASHINGTON, D. C, 


Mr. Anprew. My name is Thomas W. Andrew; I am a Federal 
a agent assigned to the Bureau of Narcotics, Washington, 
C 


On June 19, 1951, I received information from a confidential source 
that a man by the name of Joe would leave New York by plane, and 
was to come to Washington, D. C., and meet a man by the name of 
Claiborne who was associated with two known drug addicts, namely, 
one Jeff Histon 

Senator Danrev. Wait just a minute. How do you spell Claiborne. 

Mr. ANDREw. C-l-a-i-b-o-r-n-e. 

Senator Dante. And the addict, Jeff? 

Mr. Anprew. H-i-s-t-o-n; and one Nick Passero. They were to 
meet at a hotel in the 1100 block on 14th Street NW., and Bearer 
was believed to be bringing a supply of heroin with him. 

I received this phone call about 6 p. m., and that Bearer was due 
to arrive within an hour. 

Senator Danret. From New York? 

Mr. AnprEw. From New York City. 

I got in touch with Agent Frank G. Pappas, and a member of 
the police narcotics squad, and before I left home I received another 
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phone call advising that this man would come to the hotel, there pick 
up a note which directed him to 1422 N Street NW., Washington, D.C., 
to meet Claiborne, and these other two men. 

As a result of that conversation we proceeded to the vicinity of this 
hotel, and shortly before 7 o’clock observed a taxicab from the airport, 
regular airport taxicab, arrive in front of the hotel. 

A man got out, carrying a suitcase. He went into the hotel, and 
about 15 seconds or a half minute was out again, and at that time I 
received a signal identifying this man as Joe. 

Joe then got into a Yellow cab and was followed to 1422 N Street. 
As he got out of the cab I approached him, identified myself as a 
Government narcotic agent, displayed my badge, and asked him the 
question, I said, “Joe, we understand you are transporting drugs from 
New York. How about it?” 

And he said, ‘‘No.”’ I said, ‘‘Do you mind if we look?” And he 
said, “‘No, here it is,’ and gave me two envelopes which later proved 
to be heroin. 

Senator DanreLt. How much heroin? 

Mr. Anprew. A total heroin in the amount—the total amount 
was 1,014 grains altogether. 

As we left and went down 

Senator Danie.. Worth about what, approximately what, on the 
retail market? 

Mr. Anprew. At that time we figured close to about $250 an 
ounce, which would put it at about 2% ounces. 

Later at police headquarters he was asked if he had any more, 
and he surrendered one bit more, and then after he got upstairs 
and was searched we found another deck of heroin in his possession. 

He was questioned as to his source of supply, and he admitted 
that he was to come to Washington to meet Claiborne, and they were 
to keep this drug for themselves and go to Staunton, Va., to take a 
cure, and they needed this supply of drugs to carry them over until 
they could get their complete treatment. 

Bearer had a rather extensive record 

Senator Danreu. Criminal record? 

Mr. AnprReEw. Criminal record and background, and he had been 
addicted to drugs since 1912. 

In the first package he had 614 grains, in the second package he had 

395 grains, and in the last deck of heroin that he had was about 5 
xrains. 
. He admitted that he came by plane from New York and that he 
had come to Washington for the purpose of bringing the heroin here. 
Due to the lack of sufficient time no effort was made at that time to 
try to obtain a warrant. 

Senator Danrex. All right. You would not have had time to get a 
search warrant? 

Mr. Anprew. I didn’t even have time to apply for one, and I 
believed, in my opinion, that I had sufficient cause to make the arrest 
and search. 

Later Bearer was indicted, and the final action of the case was a 
motion to suppress, which motion was granted by the court. 

Senator Danreu. In other words, the evidence that you had gotten 
against him was suppressed by order of the court? 

Mr. AnprEw. That is correct, sir. 
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Senator Danrex. By motion of defense counsel? 

Mr. AnprREw. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Danrext. On what grounds? 

Mr. ANpDReEw. On the grounds that I did not have sufficient cause 
to believe that the law was being violated. 

Senator Danie.. Therefore, you did not make a lawful search? 

Mr. AnpReEw. That is correct. 

Senator Dante. Even though he told you, “Here it is, take it’’? 

Mr. AnpreEw. That is correct, sir. He volunteered the heroin and 
gave it to me voluntarily without my even placing my hands on it. 
He surrendered it voluntarily. 

Senator Danie. That was the ruling of the court? 

Mr. ANprREw. That was right, sir. 

Senator Daniev. And, of course, the Government had no right of 
appeal from that ruling? 

Mr. AnpREw. I understand that is correct, sir. 

Senator Dante. I think it is one of the most flagrant cases that 
has been before the committee of a situation which calls at least for 
the Government to have the right to appeal from those orders and, 
in my opinion, we ought to also have a special search-and-seizure law 
for the District like most of the States have which will allow you to 
make a search on probable cause. 

Mr. ANpREw. I agree with you, sir. 

Senator Danie. If you did not have probable cause to search this 
man, I do not know who did. Another thing, in most of the State 
jurisdictions if a person voluntarily lets you search him or his house, 
vou may have got a right to do it and to use the evidence against him. 

Mr. ANDREw. I agree with you, sir. 

Senator Dantex. Do you have any other comment on this particular 
matter? 

Mr. AnpreEw. Not on this particular case. 

Senator DanieL. Do you know of other cases where your search 
and seizure laws have handicapped you in making prosecutions? 

Mr. AnpreEw. I do; yes, sir. 

Senator Danigi. I believe that that is sufficient. 

We'will put the complete criminal record of Joseph Bearer, including 
five narcotics convictions into the record. 

I might add that this does not include any conviction in the District 
of Columbia. 

All right, sir, thank you very much. 

Mr. ANDREw. You are welcome, sir. 

Senator Danige.. The report submitted by Mr. Gilbert E. Yates, 
Director of the Division of Narcotic Drugs, United Nations, entitled 
“International Narcotics Control,’’ dated September 6, 1955, will be 
made a part of the record in the appendix. (See p. 1297 of the 
appendix. ) 

Thank you, all of the members of the Metropolitan Police Force, 
the Bureau of Narcotics, and all other law enforcement officers who 
have assisted us in these hearings. 

Thank you, members of the press and the reporter, for bearing 
with us. 

We will adjourn subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 7:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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Exursit No. 1 
[From Medical Annals of the District of Columbia, Vol. XXI, No. 7, July 1952] 


Community HEALTH AND Mepicat ImpiicaTions or Narcotics ADDICTION 
+e 


By Daniel L. Seckinger, M. D., Dr. P. H., Director of Public Health, District of 
Columbia Health Department) 


LEGAL HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 


Interest in the narcotic problem on a national scale spearheaded action by the 
Federal Government in 1909, at which time a law was created to prevent the 
importation of opium for smoking purposes. Growing concern over the problem 
led to the passage of the Harrison narcotic law in 1914, designed to restrict the 
use of opium and cocaine to medical purposes only. This law has reduced the 
incidence, but one serious defect in the law remained—it did nothing for the addict 
in the way of treatment or rehabilitation. Subsequently, in 1929 Congress passed 
an act establishing two farms for narcotics. These two institutions are now in 
operation at Lexington, Ky., and Fort Worth, Tex., for the purpose of restoring 
addicts to health and to rehabilitate and train them to become self-reliant and 
self-supporting citizens. Only addicts to habit-forming drugs are eligible for 
treatment, and the drugs covered by the Harrison Narcotic Act are opium, co- 
caine, Indian hemp, peyote or Mexican cactus, and the various alkaloids, com- 
pounds, salts, preparations, and derivatives of these drugs. Patients come under 
two categories, (1) those under sentence by the courts, or (2) voluntary patients, 

The Marihuana Tax Act of October 1937 completes Federal legislation on habit- 
forming drugs to date, although habit-forming drugs are not confined to this group 
but include a host of hypnotics which should come under Federal legislation. 

With reference to the modus operandi of handling voluntary patients and 
— under sentence, the former may apply to the United States Public Health 

ervice, which operates the hospitals, after which the Surgeon General requires a 
physical examination by a qualified physician, who states whether or not the pa- 
tient is an addict. 

Sentenced prisoners are sent to the hospitals or penitentiaries, depending upon 
whether or not there seems to be best prospects for cure by intensive treatment. 
By legal definition a patient is not cured until he has regained the power of self- 
control, which varies from a minimum of 4 months’ treatment to an average of 6 
months, with a maximum of 9 to 12 months. According to followup studies by 
the United States Public Health Service, 54 percent of discharged men and 61.5 
percent of discharged women have not been reported to any institution or held 
for any law violation because of drug addiction. 


ESTIMATION OF CASES IN UNITED STATES 


At the time of the passage of the Harrison Narcotic Act in 1914 it was estimated 
by Kolb that there were 150,000 to 200,000 narcotic addicts, mostly women, in 
the United States. Recent estimates! indicate that there is approximately 
1 addict per 3,000 population, or a total of 48,000, mostly men, in the United 
States. It is significant in passing to note that in the more recent decades the 
incidence has become relatively larger among males of the population. 


EFFECTS OF DRUGS USED BY ADDICTS? 


Alcohol.—The signs and symptoms of alcoholism are too well known to need 
detailed description. In the early stages there is usually exhiliration, elation, 
and increased loquaciousness. This is followed by a state of drowsiness, ataxia, 


1 Kolb, L.: U. 8. Public Health Service hospitals. Am. J. M. Jurisprudence, 1939, 2:100. 
2 Seckinger, D. L.: A Guide to the Problem of Narcotics. D.C. Health Department pamphlet, Septem- 
r, 1951. 
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lack of muscle coordination, and finally sleep. There may be a bulging of the 
eyes, or inflammation of the eyes, slurring of speech, and emotional silliness. 
Often the odor of alcohol may be detected. Prolonged, excessive drinking may 
lead to acute mental disturbances, marked by delirium with trembling and great 
excitement (delirium tremens). These conditions and convulsions, a series of 
violent contractions, may develop after sudden withdrawal of alcohol. 

Marihuana (hemp, hashish). —Smoking marihuana produces symptoms of mild 
intoxication. The individual may show silly behavior, be dreamy, and have his 
speech and thought disconnected. Marihuana smoke is an irritant to the eyes. 
It is the unfertilized flower of the female plant that is smoked which causes the 
addiction. The manner of smoking marihuana is different from the smoking of 
tobacco. The smoker takes quick, short puffs, and frequently cups both hands 
over the mouth to increase the amount of smoke inhaled. While marihuana, by 
itself, is comparatively harmless, it becomes dangerous because it leads to taking 
heroin for a greater “kick.” If a supply of marihuana is lacking, some addicts 
will resort to use of large doses of aspirin dissolved in cola drinks. When mari- 
huana is withdrawn, there may be a marked restlessness and a high state of 
irritability. 

Amphetamine (benzedrine).—This is not a narcotic but is habit-forming and 
thus is included here. Amphetamine stimulates an individual to great hyper- 
activity. Persons may become jittery and highly nervous. With addicts, benze- 
drine is added frequently to soft drinks. Fillers from inhalers are soaked in the 
drink. Benzedrine inhalers may also be used to excess to give the same stimula- 
tion and reaction. When amphetamine is withdrawn, the person becomes sleepy 
and groggy. 

Cocaine.—The results obtained from the use of cocaine are similar but more 
pronounced than those resulting from the use of benzedrine. The person cannot 
stand still. The aftereffects are complete exhaustion. When cocaine is with- 
drawn, the person becomes lackadaisical, sleepy, and groggy, and may experience 
convulsions. 

Morphine group.—Included in this group are morphine, codeine, and heroin, 
and the more recently developed synthetic substitutes for morphine, such as 
demerol and methadon. The opium derivatives are used in medicine to combat 
pain. Morphine and newer synthetics and codeine which have the same effect 
are mostly used in medical practice. No signs and symptoms of addiction to 
opiate drugs are characteristic. Addicts frequently spend their entire income, 
and more, on drugs, and do not eat. Therefore, most addicts are emaciated. 
Drug peddlers are, as a rule, addicts themselves and thus resort to stealing and 
other crimes to obtain money for the drugs. 

arly dangerous drug of the morphine group. It is 
a highly potent opiate. It is even unlawful for a physician to have heroin in 
his possession. Since it was outlawed by the American Pharmaceutical Asso- 
ciation over 25 years ago, it may be obtained only through illegal sources, hence 
its direct link with crime. Heroin may be sniffed or injected by a hypodermic 
needle. Following a “‘bang’’ (injection or shot) the person is hyperactive, alert, 
and highly stimulated. It causes the sensation of floating in the clouds, shaki- 
ness, irascibility, short quick temper, and fits of rage. There may be needle 
marks and scars from the injections and scratch marks on the body because of 
itching. Scars in the bend of the elbow due to intravenous injections are definite 
indications of addiction. When heroin is withdrawn, there are sneezing, excessive 
perspiration, watering of the eyes (lachrymation), and loss of weight. The only 
conclusive proof of addiction to opiates is the person’s behavior after withdrawal. 
When the individual has been unable to provide himself with the drug for a 
period of over 24 hours, very serious symptoms will develop. This can only be 
overcome by another dose of the drug. 

Sleeping pills (barbiturates).—Sleeping pills are designed to put people to sleep 
by depressing the function of the brain. True addiction to sleeping pills is rare, 
particularly among adolescents and young adults. One suffering from sleeping 
pill addiction shows symptoms of the drowsy stage of intoxication. There may 
be a marked deviation from the normal as inhibitions are relaxed. The indi- 
vidual is unable to coordinate; for example, he cannot touch the nose with the 
index finger. When the sleeping pills are withdrawn he may experience 
convulsions. 

As with other diseases early detection means early cure. This brief résumé 
of signs and symptoms of drugs and narcotics which may cause addiction is only 
a guide—a guide to be used intelligently to observe the signs and symptoms early. 
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FACTORS THAT PREDISPOSE TO ADDICTION 


Preliminary to this consideration a definition of addiction becomes imperative. 
For most purposes an addict is described as a person who has developed a tolerance 
to gradually increasing doses of a narcotic drug; who has become dependent upon 
a drug or habituation; and who, after a period of continual use of the drug, 
demonstrates certain well-defined physical signs and symptoms when subjected 
to abrupt abstinence. 


MEDICAL AND SOCIAL BACKGROUND OF THE ADDICT 


































When a child is born into the world he is a victim of stress with which he is 
totally inadequate to cope. The need for food, warmth, and security produce 
patterns of anxiety which develop early and extend through adolescence into 
adult life. The stress or need for proper attention on the part of others, interest 
in his welfare, love and security, if lacking, may color his future. Such a child 
may become hostile, lonesome and without warmth or feeling for others. Under 
such conditions, anxieties develop to the extent that little time is left for the 
development of normal external relationships.’ 4 

It should be clearly understood that each of us has to handle our own problems 
of stress or tension, and we develop patterns according to our emotional equip- 
ment and security. Fortunately, for the vast majority of individuals there is a 
relatively high tolerance for emotional stress, conflict, and anxiety. As the 
average child comes to puberty he passes through the storm and stress period 
satisfactorily and reaches a new equilibrium on the level of the adult in terms 
of sex, work, and interpersonal relations. 

This is not true of the preaddict. He remains hostile, insecure, immature, 
and emotionally unable to adjust himself in society. Such a person is easy prey 
for drugs in that he, erroneously, of course, is led to believe by other addicts 
that drugs will make him feel normal. 

Contrary to some popular beliefs, the preaddict is deserving of much greater 
sympathy and understanding than is furnished at present. The problem of the 
prevention of narcotism beyond the present mechanisms of law enforcement is 
community-wide and embraces a broad public health concept of prevention. 
Specifically, this approach should deal with the environmental factors that pre- 
dispose to the development of narcotism. If the individual is lonesome, hostile 
and misunderstood, correction should be made through a sympathetic approach 
to the problem on the part of all professions and agencies that deal with child 
guidance problems, whether governmental or private. In this connection, the 
home, school, church, and playground offer monumental approaches to the prob- 
lem for good. Their opportunity to be of help not only constitutes an opportunity 
but a responsibility. The police boys’ club is a classic example of approach in 
the right direction. There are a number of agencies, of course, working toward 
the same goal. This work should be continued in an effort to make useful citi- 
zens in communities where opportunities for development are below standard 
or entirely lacking. On the part of the medical, nursing, and teaching profes- 
sions, through adequate appropriation of funds, opportunity should be afforded 
for an approach into the home and environmental factors that lead to narcotism. 

The schools probably offer the greatest opportunity in the way of prevention, 
since it is there that the teacher, physician, and public health nurse meet the 
problems of health of school children on a common level; and through the inter- 
change of information upon home and environmental conditions emphasis may 
be focused upon the particular and peculiar problems of the child. With such 
a community-wide program, the lonesome and insecure child will come to realize 
that he is not friendless, misunderstood and unwanted. It should be empha- 
sized that such an approach is not solely the responsibility of one segment or 
group in the community. For instance, the problem cannot be left solely to 
the school physician, who could presumably conduct physical examinations in 

the schools, to determine which children were addicts and which were not, as was 
recently suggested for this community. 

According to reports, such an approach, if physically possible, would be harm- 
ful generally to the school population, roductive of little in the way of results, 
and probably demoralizing to suspected, but innocent children because of uncer- 
tain or misconstrued symptoms. 


3 eames, e. W.: What _— an addict, distributed by author 

4 Wortis, S , and Pfeffer, A. Z.: Narcotic addict problem. Health News (New York State Health 
Department), 1081 28: 11. 

5 Chapman, K. W.: Narcotic addiction—its impact on the community. Ibid., 1951, 28: 3. 
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For example, if a child were singled out among the school children as a suspect 
because of contracted pupils of the eyes and a skin rash, both symptoms referable 
to addicts, great harm might be done because these symptoms are also referable 
to other conditions. 

AppicTion AMONG ADOLESCENTS 


Recently much attention has been directed to the problem of drug addiction 
among adolescent groups. As recently as 1946 only 3 percent of the 4,000 
yearly admissions at Lexington, Ky., Hospital were under 21, while most recent 
figures indicate that 18 percent are under that age. These figures show that there 
has undoubtedly been an increase in narcotic addiction among adolescents. 
Graph 1 shows yearly admissions under 21 since 1935 at that hospital. A pre- 
cipitate rise in cases occurred in 1949 and in 1950 to more than 400 cases. To 
further emphasize the point the average age of the addicts at Lexington dropped 
from 37 to 25 in the period between 1946 and 1950.°7 


GRAPH 1 
Addict Admissions in Lexington Hospital under Age of 21 
1935-1951 


mae. 
CHEE 
Pop fe i 
aes Be bie bat ek 
Ee pn | 


1935 1936 1937 eae a 1939 Casas ue 19ul 19k2 Ee ; ae ae oy aa 1947 ae 19k9 1950 195le 
* Estimate based on first 5 months of 1951 


Table 1 shows the age and sex distribution of cases in the Lexington Hospital 
on February 27, 1951. It will be noted that the incidence increased precipitately 
beginning at the age of 16 to the age of 20 among males, while among females 
the incidence increased little until after the age of 20. It would appear from 
these figures that the problem among adolescents is particularly concerned with 
boys in their teens. 


TABLE 1.—Age distribution of addicts in Lexington Hospital on Feb. 27, 1951 


| 
| Total | Male [Female 


* Vogel, V. H.: Our youth and narcotics, distributed by author, January 23, 1951. 
? Ratcliff, J. D.: A safe look at teen-age addiction, Parents’ Magazine, 1951, "26:40. 
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Distribution of addicts in Lexington Hospital by race and sex on Feb. 27, 1951 








Total | Male | Female Total | Male | Female 

AE CRB co nccccess 1,254 | 1,066 ee 33 Oe Raconheuetn 

— cil a Reh sapenghde 1 

Wain cebettccniere 707 559 Te Sate cecasncacbnas< 3 © tnemican 
Pisa kcecneccek scene 510 471 39 


Figures for the District of Columbia are based on records in the files of the 
Metropolitan Police Department for the period 1950 and 1951 to October 10, 1951, 
when 255 cases under the age of 30 were recorded (tables 2 and 3). Of this 
number 221 were male and 34 female. Here again, as among the cases at 
Lexington, earlier age incidence among males is apparent, reaching a peak or 
plateau between the ages of 21 and 23. By 5-year grouping of age it is seen that 
there were no cases under the age of 15, and that the 5-year period of greatest 
incidence, 128 cases, is between the ages of 20 and 24, which is just over 50 percent 
of all cases under the age of 30. 


TABLE 2.—Narcotic addicts, under age 30, by age and sex, 1950 and 1951 (to Oct, 
10, 1951) as recorded in the Metropolitan Police Department files, District of 
Columbia 














Age Male |Female| Total Age Male | Female}; Total 

TB ttrenndes 221 | 34 I an shi itcaeinctectpinchecibita dices 28 2 30 

Pbdignncvavnaninenmccasinine 23 4 27 

et 4 0 4 | et hho ade 19 5 24 

Wiccncsnaccasuspeatecuees 6 3 aii iccsitninibhichnancichistadeinicaniidnadl 14 3 17 

DE cncishicnkbndakibeaaitnl 12 1 BRD Di thkscidminsectéincndananad 12 1 13 

Webtkdiebndabubomainibee 7 1 Bilt iicshddnkonbannenbminces 13 3 16 

We sce ctaeccaeeeeia 14 0 Brtt Belicecesameneipouwmdawennd 17 3 20 

Wbccadnihacnnut yamine 28 5 33 || Not known.............. 1 0 1 
TA cicrcactbaecbaad 23 3 26 


TABLE 3.—Narcotic addicts, under age 30, by race, sex, and age, 1950 and 1951 (to 
Oct. 10, 1951) as recorded in the Metropolitan Police Department files, District 
of Columbia 





Male | Female 
Age groups Te eee 
‘ White | Colored | White | Colored 
All SGOB . .cccccnveenncsaceceseseuccscececorecs | 255 | 44 177 | 4 30 
a a a ae 0 0 0 0 0 
WRG BO dose ck. cds s ee enckicwscdncbbuthsecdbitetee 34 8 21 0 5 
TORE i ons kb eine ldetbinasitnthoRsntadcibioe 128 26 89 2 1l 
SE DRDO. accccetenintindemiguattnnsctteatnataaneinkon 93 10 67 2 14 


THE CHANGING SEX PATTERN 












It has been stated previously that national figures indicate a swing from greater 

revalence among females to males during recent years. Admissions to the 

exington Hospital clearly indicate this trend (table 1). Of the total number 
of 1,254 patients in the hospital, 1,066 were male and 188 female, or 85 and 15 
percent respectively. Of the 255 addicts under the age of 30 apprehended by 
the Washington police (table 2) 221 were male and 34 female, or 87 and 13 percent 
respectively (see also map 1). Of the reason for the change of pattern from 
predominately females to males, there is room for conjecture. Some light is 
thrown on the problem, however, when it is kept in mind that the prenarcotic 
is an insecure and immature individual. The social and economic position of 
women during the last few decades has changed from insecurity and dependence 
to one of security and freedom to develop independently in all the trades and 
professions.® 


® Vogel, V. H., Isbell, H., and Chapman, K. W.: Narcotic addiction. J. A. M. A., 1948, 138 1019, 
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Weighting still more heavily in the scale of a greater preponderance of males 
as potential narcotics is the fact that during the past 3 decades the Nation has 
fought 2 global wars, and is now fighting on a major scale in Korea, with the 
possibility of still another global conflict looming on the horizon. The high 
school boy of today looks with uncertainty toward the future insofar as his in- 
dividual security is concerned. Washington statistics indicate a younger age 
and a greater incidence among males in the teen-age group (table 3). A better 
understanding of this group together with counsel and guidance is imperative to 
bring them to realize that, except for casualties which may occur in any walk of 
life, the experience gained during a period of military service may be beneficial 
later in life. It is significant that among the Washington juvenile cases only 
three patients were in school when apprehended by law enforcement agencies. 

With reference to geographical distribution of cases, records at Fort Worth and 
Lexington indicate that 87 were' from New York, 24 from Chicago, 15 from 
Washington, and 32 from other locations. Spot maps 2 and 3 show a definite 
pattern of concentration of cases in the northwest central area in census tracts 47, 
48 and 49, where map | represents number of cases and map 2 the case rate per 
100,000 population. It is in this area, with its unsatisfactory housing conditions, 
that greatest truancy among school children, greatest number of law violations, 
and the greatest problems of health occur. The health problems are so acute and 
continuous that the Health Department has for years attempted to establish a 
modern health center in this area. It is definitely the number | area of greater 
incidence and higher mortality from most diseases. 

This paper was prepared to bring into focus the health and medical aspects of 
drug addiction and not law enforcement. Yet no consideration would be com- 
plete without reference to vigorous attempts to apprehend, prosecute and place 
heavy sentence upon addicts and peddlers. In cities like Memphis and Atlantic 
City, where dope peddlers were sentenced 7 years in the former and 5 years in 
in the latter, drug traffic has disappeared, according to Harry J. Anslinger, Com- 
missioner, United States Bureau of Narcotics. Short sentences tend to dis- 
courage drastic action on the part of the police. Sentences of only 2 or 3 months, 
according to enforcement officials, have little effect upon the traffic in narcotics. 
Bills introduced into the Congress by Senator Dirksen of Illinois and Representa- 
tive Boggs of Louisiana provide 2 years for the first offense of selling illegal nar- 
cotics. 

According to the United States Bureau of Narcotics the teen agers are them- 
selves the greatest spreaders of the habit. One addict dares another to try it, 
and thereby the vicious circle widens. The juvenile addict, when apprehended, 
therefore, must be quarantined until cured. In this community the problem can 
be handled satisfactorily only through adequate law enforcement methods, 
quarantining of addicts, and a proper evaluation and sympathetic understanding 
of the problems of adolescents directed at and brought to the adolescent. Much 
of permanent character building can be accomplished in the latter category, but 
this community can ill afford leniency toward peddlers of narcotics if best results 
are to be obtained. 

SUMMARY 


Attention has been sharply focused on drugs and narcotics as a contributory 
factor to crime by recent nationwide crime investigations. The problem is not 
new but is being reemphasized by sociologic conditions relating to the present 
chaotic world conditions. 

Drugs and narcotics to which adolescents and adults become addicted are chiefly 
alcohol, marihuana, amphetamine, cocain, the alkalates of the opium groups, and 
sleeping pills. With the exception of amphetamine and cocaine all of these are 
stupefving drugs, all having dulling effects on the indiyiduals. 

Contrary to some popular beliefs, the preaddict is deserving of much greater 
sympathy and understanding than he receives at present. The prevention of 
narcotic addiction goes beyond the present mechanisms of law enforcement. It 
is a communitywide problem and embraces a broad public health concept of pre- 
vention. The home, the school, the church, the playground, in fact, all agencies 
in the community, must cooperate in approaching the problem rationally. We 
must revamp our thinking about drug addiction as we have about alcoholism. 
It is time for this community to fact the face that drug or narcotic addiction is a 
sickness. 

Addiction among adolescents, as shown by the upsurge of admissions to the 
Lexington, Ky., Hospital between 1946 and 1950 has increased tremendously. 
The average age of addicts there has dropped from 37 to 25 in this 5-year period. 


* Anslinger, H. J.: Facts about our teen-age drug addicts, Reader’s Digest, 1951 30: 137. 
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Of the 255 persons under the age of 30 recorded in the Metropolitan Police De- 
partment in 1950 and 1951, just over 50 percent were between 20 and 24 years old. 

During recent years there has been a definite change in the sex pattern of drug 
addicts from greater prevalence among females to a greater prevalence among 
males. In the Lexington Hospital in February 1951 85 percent were males; in 
Washington’s police files (1950-51) 87 percent were males. 

Penalties of the severest nature should be meted out to those who peddle and 
pander to the cravings for drugs. Short sentences tend to discourage drastic 
action on the part of the police and othe enforcement agencies. This community 
can ill afford leniency toward peddlers of narcotics if best results are to be obtained. 

The most important step in controlling teen-age, or other, addiction is the 
providing of good homes and the security that goes with the good home situation. 
The problem confronting us is not new. It is not insurmountable. It does, 
however, require intelligent observation, sane and cooperative action on the part 
of all who are concerned with the health of the public—parents, teachers, 
physicians, nurses, and school and public officials. 


Exuisit No. 3 


The following are areas and locations where sales and seizures of illicit narcotic 
drugs were heavily concentrated during the period from January 1, 1952, through 
June 30, 1955: (See map of District of Columbia, facing this page.) 


Pur- 
chases 
and 
sei- 
Area zures 


7th and S Sts. NW 29 
7th and T Sts. NW 38 
Wiltburger and T Sts. NW 17 
Georgia Ave. and W Sts. NW 7 
Georgia Ave. and Barry Pl. NW 

12th and U Sts. NW 


15th and U Sts. NW 

14th and U Sts. NW 

14th and T Sts. NW 

15th and V Sts. NW 

1200 block of 7th St. 

Freedman’s Ct. NW 

Marion Ct. NW 

7th and P Sts. NW 

Te, Deets oe ee s.. Deen Cy OG em TN oe ec tabuaeanane 
9th and N Sts. NW 

EG es Ee org OR WURNE Sr -e, OP a g 5 Kb dt dcdwodanncudasscusesas 
lith St. NW., between M, N, O, and P Sts 

12th and N Sts. NW 

29 Logan Circle NW 

4th and K Sts. NW 

4th and H Sts. NW 

New Jersey Ave. and H St. NW 

lst and Pierce St. NW 

Fenton Ct. NW 

Chinatown, H St. NW., between 5th, 6th, and 7th Sts____..._.---------- 
Ist and F Sts. SW 


All of these locations with the exception of Chinatown and Eighth and Taylor 
Streets NW. are in business and residential neighborhoods of substandard sections 
of the city. Large numbers of the stores and dwellings are below health and 
safety standards and are ready for razing. These areas are thickly populated 
by persons of the low and medium wage income class. 

Chinatown has the same type of section with Chinese restaurants, stores, and 
dwellings populated heavily by Chinese. 

Eighth and Taylor Streets NW. is a residential neighborhood of the higher 
type of wage earners, more recent dwellings, and mixed white and colored popu- 
lation of less density. 


71515—56—pt. 428 
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Exnisit No. 4 


PHOTOGRAPHS SHOWING EFFEcTs OF Narcottc ADDICTION 


(Notge.—All photographs were taken in the District of Columbia by the 
Metropolitan Police Department.) 





The right leg of an addict. The left arm of the same addict. 
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Picture of an addict with arms folded showing scars and abscesses. 
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Scars on arms and patches on legs (lower half view of addict) 
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Same addict, showing scars and abscesses on back of legs. 
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Scars on back of legs at the knees. 
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[Picture of a Chinese opium layout and two Chinese. 
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Right arm of the addict shown in Nos. 1 and 2. 
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Exarsit No. 5 


Felony arrests for narcotics offenses, Washington, D. C., by age, race, and sex 


1952 


Race 


White | Colored Yellow Total 


3 | 
Male | Female | Male | Female | Male | Female 








URC S hnadeconeeens en 
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21 to 25 ‘ 
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31 to 40 

41 to 50 

51 and over 
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Source: Washington Criminal Justice Association. 
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Felony arrests for narcotics offenses, Washington, D. C., by age, 


RECAPITULATION BY YEAR—JANUARY 1952-JUNE 








16 

17 

18 to 20 

21 to 25.-- 
26 to 30 

31 to 40 

41 to 50 

51 and over 


Total 


Dispositions for narcotic arrests, Washinglon, D. C., January 


Disposition 1952 


race, and sex—Con. 
30, 1955 


| 


6 months 








1 year and under 
2 years 

3 years 

4 years 

5 years 

6 years 

7 years 

8 years 

9 years 

10 years ; 
Over 10 years 
Pending 
Acquitted 

Nolle prossed_-_--- 
Dismissed_--- 
Ignored by grand jury 








Total__- 


Average sentence in years 
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1276 ILLICIT NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


ExursBit No. 6 
ARRESTS FOR Narcotics VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND DATE 


Compiled for the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee investigating the illicit narcotics 
traffic by the Washington Criminal Justice Association 


EXPLANATIONS 


Following are explanations of the columns and abbrevations used in the com- 
pilation of data on narcotics arrests in the District of Celumbia: 

Column 1—‘‘Case number’”’ is the case number in the Narcotics Squad of the 
Metropolitan Police Department. 

T—indicates that Federal Agents of the Treasury Department also worked 
on the case. 

PP— indicates Park Police assisted. 

# 2, or 3, ete., indicates the police precinct. 

Column 2—The year, such as 1952, usually is used only when there is a Nar- 
cotics Squad number. When a date such as 3/17/52 is used, there is not usually 
a Narcotics Squad number, instead, a specific date such as this is the date the 
Grand Jury returned the indictment; this information came from the Criminal 
Court rather than the Police Department. 

Column 3—Is the defendant. We have his age, race, and sex, if you desire 
this information. Cases listed under each defendant are any or all convictions 
for felonious offenses from 1949 including narcotics or any others. 

Column 4—Abbrevations used in the charges are as follows: 

H—Harrison Act 
J M—Jones- Miller Act 
Forge Nare Rx—Forging Narcotics Prescription 
PIE—Present in an Illegal Establishment—(Maybe taken in raid) 
Mari— Marihuana 
Rob—Robbery 
G Lar—Grand Larceny 
UUV—Unauthorized Use of Vehicle 
Poss. Impl. of Crime—Possessing Implements of Crime such as hypo- 
dermic needle, syringe, etc. 
CK—Carnal Knowledge 
Column 5—Disposition of case: 
NG—Not Guilty 
Dism—Dismissed 








Yrs— Years 
Mos— Months 
Ct—counts in a single indictment 





Ind—when used indicates a single indictment 

Cone—concurrent sentences 

Consec—consecutive sentences 

Ex—means at “expiration” of another sentence 

NP—Nolle Prossed 

Lex ree—means the Court recommended commitment to Lexington, Ky., 
U. S. Public Health Hospital—indicates the individual was an addict. 





o No. | Date of 
vare. | arrestor | 

Squad indict- Defendant 
M.P.D.| ment 


Charge Disposition 








SS Aaron, Lewis Wm 

TE cinttacnadinctbwe a ee Se PS 

BE sonia Abernathy, Wm. Edw 

hain ati Adams, Calvin Coolidge 

sic docisc eer eer Diviinscncccanseaiieueecannpis 

ee a SsnRae iscktntpabnbthoseae aba 

i = eee Giiekcctbnsncascateteanmene 

ts Mei bins ete tess ee 
11/28/49__|____- itechinstchgernccasin chee 

1499_____- 1063_.... Adams, Harriet 

Ba niionce 1955__.-. Adams, John A 

Ps panic aniehnoene Memared Ddtdaihiad aincbapbd antennae 
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ARRESTS FOR NARCOTICS VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND Date—Continued 
[For explanation of symbols and abbreviations see p. 1276) 


Date of | 
arrest or 
indict- | 
ment | 


Case No. 
Nare. 
Squad 

M. P.D. 


Defendant 





2067. 55.6 
1861 T_-.- 
11/6/50_- 


aga 
1953 _ - 

1953 _ __ - 
1955 
1952. _.-- 
1954__... 
1954... --| 
1955 
1954 
1954. - 
1954_- 
1953 
1952 ‘ 
1954... .. 
1954 
1955 
ee... 
1954___. 
ee 
1954 ___. 
1952___-- 
1952. __-- 
1955. _ - 


1475__- 
1445__- 
2133... 
1170 T___- 


1952. | 


1953 


— Howard M 


__do.- 


1. 
“Ahmed, Kallen 
Aitchison, David_ 


| Akins, Charles. 


Alfred, George, Jr_-__- 
Ali, Frederick W--__-- 


Allain, Maurice...._._..-____- 


Allen, Edward 8 


_..| Alley, William C_ 


do___- 


“Alston, Herbert _- 


Alston, Robert 

Amos, Junior 

Anthony, John J. 

Aquila, Domingo 
Armstead, Melvin--.-_----- 
Armstrong, James A_-_--_-- 
Arrington, Alfred ___ 
Atkins, Joshua. 

Atkinson, Mozella 

Austin, Catherine Lucinda__- 
ae Calvin Coolidge --_- 


Azerovitz, Percy Blackie__-__- 


Bailey, Herman Miesass 
Bailey, Rosa E_- 


ier. William M___________- 


Bakshi, Morris--_- 
Ball, Joseph Wm 


__.| Barnes, Edward_- 





2101 T... 
1614 #12... 
1266 T ..- 





* do- 
Baskerv ille, Louis Wardell__ 


a 8 0. 
| Bean, James H__. 


eS eee 
--| Bell, Julius....-- 
Seale 


do 
Barnds, V Willie ee wae 


Baskerville, Geo. Napoleon__ 


Bates, Evelyn. 
Baxter, Henry s_ 
—* Sally Alena 


1 Baylor, Wilson _- 


Beasley, Leonard J 


Bell, Marion and Barbara Le- | 


ona Jones. 
Bernstein, Cora Jean 
Bernstein, Julius 


sa Madeline Parson. 


Blount, Roland Edward 
amr * Hezekiah 


a> 0 Se 
..| H& IM... 
| Lottery _- 


|} H&JM-_-- 


__| Mari 





Disposition 


| W/drawn. 


Healing Arts Prac. Act 
Forg Nare Rx. 
Mari_. Seu 


| D-H 


i @oaeau<--.- 
H & JM, Mari- 
Forg Nare Rx 
Forg Nare Rx_------- 
PIT a dennwdcig sane 
PIE Fe aaa 


H&JM.-..- 
H&JM_... 


H&JM_.- 
H&JM__- 
Uniform _ _. 


H&JM_.. 


i os 


a 


22 DCC 1501, 1502_. 
H & Pharm____- 
Pat Med Act___- 
H &JM_-_- 
H & JM... 
@ Lae... -- 
H & JM... 


| TI 18 USC 1702, 18 USC 


495. 


| H& JIM... 


Hsb & Lar 


: + H&JM___.. 
| H& IM. 


Mari & Pet Lar. 


_ | Uniform 


Pharm 


-| H&IM 
|} ADW. 


H&JM 


..| H&IM 
| H&IM 
| Uniform 
| H&JIM 


H 
H&JIM 


| Pharm 


| 2-7 yrs & $10. 
1-4 yrs Ess Prob 5 yrs. 
1 yr conc w/above sen. 
| NG. 


| 20-60 mos. 
60 days. 

| 360 days. 
1-3 yrs. 

| NG. 

| 40-120 mos. 


__| 4-12 yrs. (2 ets). 


}st. Eliz Pending trial. 


20 m-5 yrs & $1.00. 
| $100 or 60 days. 


__| 60 days. 


| 16 m-4 yrs & $50. 
$50 or 30 days. 
Pending trial. 
8-24 mos. 

NG. 

15-45 mos. 


20 m-5 yrs. 


360 days. 


| Dsm. 


Pending. 
3 yrs. 4 m-10 yrs. 
20 m-5 yrs & $100. 


.| 18 m-6 yrs. 


} 20 m-5 yrs. 

6m-3 yrs—rec Lex. 
Pending. 

Ft. $25. 

1-4 yrs. 

20 m-7 yrs. 

TOT. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

1-3 yrs ESS Prob. 


3-10 yrs. 
15-45 mos. 
1-3 yrs. 
20 m-5 yrs. 
| 1 yr Prob. 
Nolle Prossed. 
| $100 or 90 days. 
| 20m-5 yrs. Ree Lex. 
| 12m on cts conc. 
2-8 yrs. 
20 m-5 yrs. 
48 m-12 yrs. 
1-5 yrs. 
1-5 yrs & $100 Ess fine 
only Ree Lex. 
| IGN. 





| Nolle Prossed. 
Ft $50. 
20 m-5 yrs & $1 00. 


.| 28 m-7 yrs & $100. 


| 20 m-5 yrs. 
Committed. 
| IGN. 
GMD. 
6 m-3 yrs & $10 Rec Lex. 
1-5 yrs & $100. 
$1,200 or 180 days. 


yrs. 
Juv Papers filed. 
| 6m-2 


yrs. 
.| 20m-5 yrs & $100. 


| Nolle Prossed. 
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ARRESTS FOR NARCOTICS VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND DATE—Continued 


Ufor oxplenation of symbols and abbreviations see p. 1276] 
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Case No Date of 
Nare. | arrest or ‘ie + 
Squad indict- Defendant Charge 
M. P. D ment 
Oe 1952._... a ee nee Be MI hte hece eee 
S96 Tc...) Wake | BeGws, MOUett J... coddnschakes ek cars 
1986___._- 1955__..-. | Boston, Carl Bernard _____.._- en ere 
1449_____- | 1053_.__- Bower, Loman G-_--__-------- SI le he ch eenw aa 
DIB inncnc eee ER ees |) CL) oe 
RS ea i i pO a 
oo at Bracey, James, Jr_.__------__- OE Oe Ph << doen 
1463 #2...| 1953_____ A stars ‘oh Se lel eR oi anaee dada’ 
MRscctce 1953____- ‘i Satin occa eee RUE BI itn cicncai inks 
12/1/52___ a PTS SY eae 
Rss 8 | 1953_...- | Bradley, Walter B___---_____- Os coro osaeciSsctebientt 
TT 522k 1053.....} Bardshaw, BOW. 2... we GSO... ccs = 
isa Nici Nas cra te i a Neat a a hes oi TR 
178 1952_____| Bradshaw, Wm. Henderson__._| H & JM-_.-.._._________- | 
SS 1952____- Branch, Edith Agnes- -__._._- DEMME. cc cckdhtboli cel 
2063_..... 1955...._.| Branch, James William, Jr_...| PL 76_................- 
i eeacKi- 1963_...- Branch, Jesse Moses-..---.-- Uniform . 
1588__-_--- 1953 bE wake ieriiadae Sef H&IM 
1947____- do.- ane. H&IJIM 
Bcc 1952__ Branch, Nathaniel _______-__- Oe SOE hese cc. nade 
Bon sxe | 1954. _ Brantley, Raymond B ___---- Pat Med Act............] 
PR kati 1953 evaxcom, Prins... ...<.....6.. BER, Bt 6. oo | 
Wel cee’ 1955 3. Se Se cy, 
1950_...._| 1954 Brezzell, Leroy L ________-- H&JM Maik sacl 
1337-_- | 1952 Briggs, W fllia Herbert H&JIM | 
| 1949 do Rec Stol Prop.. --| 
1949_ | do Hsb & Lar-_---- 
1949 do ...--| Ree Stol Prop ‘i 
1978_____- | 1955 | Broadnax, Austin M- PL 76.- ve sal 
aid 1955 | eR ey eae PL 76 4 pee 
SRS came 1951 D0 cin nhain oe dtebatih. aekies PeMeeme tances Saal 
> ee 1951 Wc siee be eed H&JM baiata 
1951 GR access i unngdebeates G Lar-- 
1800__..-- | 1954_____ Broadus, Judson..._...--.----| Mari-..__-----_- oe 
1556 T____| 1953____-| Brock, William Earl______-__- Se | 
1176 T....| 1982... -. | Brooke, Albert Byrd______---- I cet ehh aida tht 
hs 1955__ Rae Oe ee eee TUN Wg sa oa all 
} 1952_ a Scncccasesencncutioeaad H&JM.. le 
1900. ........ 1952_ | Brooke, Robert Nelson......._| Mari_........._..___-__- 
BBs ncane 1953_ BS SM nccirnniennnc dae dee H&JM-.  tbosa 
Misia san Sti abnkkn| oe eee cakes 
ss ast 1952____- Brookins, Rutealua___---_-__- WEA Bi 6 6.06b6 senckndhabt 
1419______| 1952_____| Brooks, Jessie A braham_____-_- DE eee ceeds ec wae 
CC ss ols peers, June GO. .n cc Uniform - -- -_- 
1550___- 1953_ Donna 3S ae Omen. ..<. ° 
2006 °F. cn becca EE rere | H & JM, Mari_____.___-| 
| OED ccradntince Ws slain iene | TI 18 USC 495..-______- 
Racca 1953__._._._| Brooks, Mary Frances- ------- BE se icc derGine et acenll 
RR icisue 1953_.... recs, RRIGMNG . wcactenasccdc Uniform --_...__- wihess’ 
tlie. Si datedbiiates sail diana inc nnescenisiteteealenltate es Be a 
kann 1955...-.- Brown, Alice F mae UE ey a anew eome 
- 2 | ee Pee nc neha aennaeaammmaiae ite Bi istickencnacssujan 
| ee ee i ockcassigtelioncniebakiaeeubane Pin nhs nwenia co mmenteile v 
ee PAS ace aise he nas nese aaanied Be Bi iatk seexs> «sheds 
Beek eain. 1954_ Brown, Carroll C_.......-.--- Pe Os «cakhinned<nbads 
Sa ca> 1054. ...- Brown, Edward H-__--------- | H&IM 
| 1954. _---| Brown, i... UY er Se | BH & &Mz.-..«. 
Pe ctites 1063...-. | Brown, Julia Eleanor- -------- Uniform - - 
cinco | 1954. Brown, Leonard. ......------.- es PR tintin owlenne dag 
One aon Sia cin | Brown, Madeline. -_-_---------- SND ssid nna eal 
a 1953__.-- Brown, Perline Gregory------ att Bi lect 
a 1058... Brown, Rudolph-_------------ Poss. Prohib. W “oe 
1519 #5. __| 1953__.-- |. Saipan SRC ARON 4-324, 35.1. Bea enk coca 
ADRs swe <foc ei Re acini abide eed Forg & Rob... 
19003) -_.) tee... eer WeNeer 36s ks | ee, cate 
en... 1954... Browne, Richard I__---------- | H & JM, Mari-....-----| 
1§23....-. 1953.....| Brunson, Evelyn A. ---.------ Ot OO... desdaendia 
a 1953 | Buchanan, Carroll H_--------- DR I eriprante inscian -| 
BE coined | 1954... | Burgess, Celestine M..-......-| Mari...-..........--...- 
Wipes oss 1953_...- Burrell, Rogers, Ir...i:...J4- Be Oe ks oun cabniis cba 
1238 T...| 1952....__| Burton, Clarence_.......-..-.-- } 2B Sieh awed lee 
| §/19/52 DOME saith ceca nnnnin RNGMee | Fe Os - sn eodcquedes 


| 16 m-4 yrs (trmt rec). 


| 20 m-5 yrs. 


_| Dsm. 


2-8 yrs. 
| 1-3 yrs & $100 Rec Lex. 


| Committed. 
| 2-7 yrs. 


| 8-24 mos rec Lex. 


; | Dism. 


| 14-45 mos. 


| 1-3 yrs. 


| Nolle Prossed. 


Disposition 


6 m-2 yrs & $50 
Committed. 


Pending. 
1-3 yrs rec Lex. 


20 m-5 yrs. 


3-10 yrs. 

21 m-6 yrs. 
3 m-2 yrs. 
PC 







Committed. 

1 yr. 

4-12 yrs. 

1-3 yrs & $50 Rec Lex. 

28 m-7 yrs. 

Ft $25. 

1-3 yrs. 

Committed. 

1-3 yrs & $100. 

20 m-5 yrs & $500. 

Both GMD. 2 indict- 
ments. 

4 indictments all GMD. 

1 other indictment 15-45 
mos. 

Committed. 


1-3 yrs. 
1-3 yrs cone w/above. 
DSM 


6 m-2 yrs. 


Dism (check 411-52 & 
816-52). 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 


20 m-5 yrs & $250. 


1 yr. 

15-45 mos. 

1-3 yrs. 

8-24 mos and 6-18 mos 
cone. 


1 yr. 
Pending. 
w/drawn. 

1 yr. 

Nolle Prossed. 
Acquitted. 
NG 


Dism. 

20 m-5 yrs & $25. 
16 m-4 yrs. 
Committed. 


60 days. 

180 days. 

1-3 yrs. 

Dism. 

6-18 mos. 

9 m-3 yrs & $150. 
1-3 yrs. 

3-9 yrs & $10. 

| (PG) 1-3 yrs prob. 
15-45 mos. 
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ARRESTS FOR NARCOTICS VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND Date—Continued 


(For explanation of symbols and abbreviations see p. 





Date of 

| arrest or 
indict- 
ment 


Defendant 





_.-| 1952 


1954_ - 
1949__ _- 


Burton, Samuel. 


Senate 


= eS 


..do- 


st "Busby, Warren F- 
_| Butler, i 
| Butler, Craddie Sylvester. 


Ann 


Butler, Raymond 


aif Byers, George W alter. 


do 


_.| Byrd Bessie V_____- 


1952 


1952. 


1949 


1955__-_- 


1955 
1953. 
1952 

| 1950 
1954 

_| 1952 

| 1952 

| 1954 


1950 
| 1955 
1953 


1955 
1953 


| 1954 wT: 
Ss ican 


1949_- 
1953 
| 1955 
| 1953 
| 1952 
1953 
1953 


"| 1950. ___- 


1950_- - 


| 1955- --- 
1951- 
| 1952 


1955. ___- 


1952_ - 


| lee 2. 
Be ee 
P Tee. 4. f—--—4 
7/1/52_.-- 


Reee, - 5.3 


| 11/16/45. 
1952. _ 
1952 
1952 


| 1953... 


1953_..-- 


1955 


1952. -.-- 
1954... -- 
1954__--- 
1953 _ .-.- 


1953 


_| Cannady, 


__| Carroll, Clarence M__.------ 


| Chase, 


a 


_.do 


Byrd, Isaac Pp 
Byrd, 


John Costello. 
_do é 
do. 
Callen, C larence_ 
._.do 


_| ¢C ampbell, John E___. 


do 

do 
Walter Dot iglas_ 

_do . se 


-| Cannon, James 
Caroline, James S 


._.do 
Carrier, Stanford______-- ibae 
Carrier, Virginia - 


Carter, Alfred 
| Carter, Alice-_- 


Carter, Chas. Cornelins. ------ 
Carter, George Cornelius. --- 
do 


| Carter, Linwood Kinley 


Carter, Maurice--------- 
do 
do 

Carter, Samuel, Jr 


Cueibe, PME: . 205.03 
._.do 

Cephas, Alphonso, Jr 

Chambers, John E 

Alberta_- 


Chase, Calvin Joseph_-------- 
..do 

_do 

do 


_ do 
do 
Chase, } 
ae 
_do. 


Chase, William L- 
Cherry, Thomas Edward 
Chew, William 
Chicqvella, Desi Juan-- 
Chin, Chow Buck 

Chin, Shew Yoke_-- 
Chisholm, Edna Jacquelin ---- 
Chock, Mark 

Chong, George 

Choy, Tim 

Chung, Kwok 

Cicala, Carmelo 
Clodfelter, Mack 





Charge 


H & JM. 


1276) 


Disposition 


2+ yrs & $25. 


1-3 yrs on 1 ct; 1-4 yrs on 
1 ct: 1-3 y & $100 on 1 


| 1-3 yrs cone w/all above 


cts. 
IGN. 


A 18 yrs SS & $250 


20 m-5 yrs. 


a 1-4 yrs. 


|\H&JM.... 


Rob 


(\H& isi, ior ; 


H & JM- 


~ Hsb & a 
| PL 76 


Forg Nare Rx 
Mari 
G Lar 


La Rob ; 
|}H&JM... 


M &JM.. 

H&JIM. 

Harrison 
Uniform). 

Hsb & Lar 

PL 76 

H 


-- H&IM 
| PL 76 


TI 18 U sc 495, 
I oles sich 
H&JM_-. 

H & JM-~- 

G Lar 

Poss s Prohib wea. 


Dy OPM seeded, 


Fa 

H & JM. 

H&JM, chngd to Uni- 
form. 

Ba 2ee...... 


Se ere 
|H&JM___- 
|H&JM__. 


G Lar 


| H& IM- 


H&JM 


| H&JIM. 


H & JM, 
U niform. 


| H&IM. 


H& JM, Mari_- 
H & JM. = : 
H&JM...... = 





"(che anged to | 


1708... 





“changed to. 


| 160 days. 


16 m-4 yrs. 

20 m-5 yrs rec Lex, 
52 m-14 yrs. 

8 m-24 mos. 

Dism. 

Acquitted. 


| NG. 


20 m-5 yrs. 

8 m-2 yrs. 
Warrant Issued. 
1-3 yrs. 


‘| 14-45 mos. 


10 mos. 


| Ign. 
1-4 yrs. 
| NG. 


20 m-—4 yrs. 
6 mos. 


| 2-6 yrs. 
Pending. 


Igm. 


| 20 m-5 yrs & $2,000 rec 


Lex. 


| Pending. 


Ign. 

NG. 

20 m-5 yrs. 
6-18 mos. 
Acquitted. 


_| 4-20 yrs & $2,000 (4 cts). 


Ign. 


| 8 mos rec Lex. 


1 yr. 


| 48-144 mos. 


8 m-2 yrs. 
3 m-2 yrs cone w/above 
sent. 


-| Pending. 
oe pads coal 


1-3 yrs. 
1-3 yrs. 


| Pending. 
| lyr. 


| Pending. 


1-3 yrs 


| 6 mo & $200 or 90 days. 
| 1-3 yrs & $50 ESS fine ree 


Lex. 


| 1-3 yrs. 


Dism. 
20 m-5 yrs. 
20 m-5 yrs cone, 


16 mos-5 yrs. 
16 m-4 yrs. 
Pending. 

2-7 yrs. 

Nolle Prossed. 
1-3 yrs & $10. 
80 m-2 yrs. 
Dism. 

4-24 mos & $100. 
Dism. 

20 m-5 yrs. 
Acqvitted. 
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ARRESTS FOR NARCOTICS VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND Date—Continued 
{For explanation of symbols and abbreviations see p. 1276] 























Case No.| Date of | 
a —- P Defendant Charge Disposition 

M.P.D.| ment 

3441. .....| 2008.....| Cobb, Bewhert.....342-.2-25-4 RIM... = daccesa cial | 20 m-5 yrs. 

| ae 1952 Cobb, Wm. Benjamin. - ------ IED avionics apiece atte 20 m-5 yrs & $250. 

1951. .--- FLL SPIEL TELE ND . andsanain cup asiciemaatte PC, 

3613;...... 1953_..-. Cohen, Nathaniel. ............ Cs eciicaniteininltiChvaee Ae Ft. $25. 

1934 T_...| 1954_- oo | a RUD TE owing SG nots conus 1648 mos. 

1935 T BME oc ndlanihe Oe enn sD PE ataiianaienasonele 16-48 mos conc. 

NOGS Ths ee rk BO, 5-5, cra antsesstiaiantaseenceni dies yt on Police off_____._- Pending. 

i véeinds ics Is ndcins sinaaiosinigentdeaite aed il inankaciveden atin 16-48 mos on 2 cts each, 
cone Lex rec. 

I acicaat 1952_.... Cole, Donald Frederick - ----_- WP nit id. pak | 8-30 mos & $100 Lex Rec. 

is ccteians 1952..... Coleman, Elaine Bryant.--....| H.......-..-........---- 1-3 yrs Lex rec. 

1182 T....| 1952.....| Coleman, Esley Roger-------- i Aitiintlaeniantsinictiivcbenaieesaaie | NG. 

Be niicens BUR conic Coleman, Minnie Inez-------- Tl dik scainitancnoca maces do SAAR 20 m-5 yrs & $100. 

1650.....- 1953._...| Coleman, Wm. Lindsey-.----_- i enc cote 15-45 mos. 

I. ccoscunes 1953... .. I a class wins Sosa ae ae 1 yr. 

1386...... 1952____-. Condoviannis, Demetrius. ---- — —— & Drug Act, | $200 or 180 days. 

ribery 
Connor, Marcia Jean_.._.--.-- Forg Narc Rx.........-- 4m-1 yr SS prob. 
Cooper, Wm. Henry---------- BE iS cient macate 1-3 yrs. 
tian 1D. ncihamsthinacente-epasal MRIS i» scachace oh = ccll 
ee SE ee a. | lh eee 
ileal BD. nsceasanennesasidcenn) MEME MEE « oe sccécccuucent ew oe Cenenee of SOE: 
Copeland, Billy G__---.------ ES na ceedwote 20 m-5 yrs & $100. 
_.| Cotton, Frederick Charles._._| H & JM_____...--____-- | 1-3 yrs. 
Be ae H&IM .-| NG. 
| Covington, Jack, Jr.....--.---- SO MEI Became | 1 yr, 8 Mos-5 yrs. 
kes _ REE ERAARE TT SPREE A 4 
Bia ke Ox... cckudedernancenicudsn 4) OR GE Be cx 02tt: eee 
acetal Dn nn ncnsusketonsigess) Mi A ane. -<oc 55) Cs 
| ORO CE 2... cindads cena encanta on wee | lyr SS. 
Craw ford, CN a di hed ES | ae ee 20 m-5 yrs. 

Ds cseaiesinl ee | Crawford, RROD 66 ann ecco Sere ae Pending. 

ie 1954_...- ee | aaa eee PE NO 86 encatndad«s ue 180 days. 

| 1953_.... Crumpton, John Arthur-___-- DUM winucnvstncuosie 3-9 yrs. 

See 1952_...- Crusoe, Frederick W __-------- Oe nnn dei hcokal 1-4 yrs & $100. 

I ininss 1064... Crutchfield, Walter -._...----- TO once eiD indo toad $25 or 30 days. 

2016_-..-- 1065..... Cunningham, Clarence.......-| H & JM__.....-.------- 1-5 yrs & $100. 

TB. < 0 1952____- Cunningham, Jerry J-_-------- >) eee Ign. 

areacaieg 1953..... Cunningham, Marqurita_-----. I tk ener 16 m-4 yrs. 

Rinses oe | Curry, James A.......-.2.5--. H & JM, Mari; chngd | 1 yr. 

to Uniform. 

BE acl icin scan DR cinabindphiaiwhinnite dina catia nna epeeng <b | 6-18 mos rec Lex. 

ae 1055..... | Custifore, Frank.........-.-.- DE orem aratesincailte | EF $10. 

Se. oc.08 ee | Cuthbert, James Mitchell - - --- Oe eee ee | 1-5 aS & $100 (ea 2 cts 

| | cone). 

Rca 1954_....| Dade, Vernie James-.---.-_--.-- Se WE tsi cone el 16 m-4 yrs. 

1950... bese Piisértihmttannsebodies TI 18 USC 1702, 1708, | 1-3 yrs conc on ea of 3 
| TI 18 USC 495. | indtmts. 

1781...._. 1954_....| Dan, Henry C.......-..-.---- SIA ns... dashed sal | Dism. 

a nnnas cus Dancy, Irene Ruthell--------- Ot OME cn tithanannnencietl 16 m-4 yrs & $50. 

icc ee EE Dt iatuienneddnm sane tikes TINTS 6 isiwndnidessnd NG. 

ae ee A eee See i OO. .dscskel akvodex 9-27 mos. 

BE Becca ME ances | NG SOD pcinndé inne ind | nn selttaaiale ccna 1-3 yrs & $50 Lex rec. 

i: sh Daniels, John Ashley ----.----} EI oc ar cecesshnea dont ceo | 1-4 yrs ESS prob $100. 

iee7 2...) Seeeanke | Daniels, i gs Se) ee oe Pt OA MR sadamdtdds sn ak | 16 m-4 yrs. 

noon 1955_.... | Datcher, Calvin H-_.-.--.---- Retin eigend ental Committed. 

a | eee eee CREASES BEE DEE oc cnn<es en cil | 5 m-2 yrs & $50 Lex rec. 

Rinses 1954__... | Davis, Catherine---...--..--.- IE on cncasincaseiil 16 m-—t yrs. 

Bienes WEOE. conn | BRE, BE DE occa ctennkacwos I a oi a bein amcree 15-45 mos. 

1227 T...| 1062_....| | Davis, a eee OS ogra s ccs aemecl | 1-3 yrs & $100 on ct 1; 
20-60 mos on cts 2-4 
consec. 

H&JIM Bpetigu 
Hsb & Lar-- 18 m-6 yrs, 1-3 yrs, conc. 
Rob & Aslt Guilty ct 2-? 
H&JM -| 16 m-4 yrs & $2,000. 
H&JIM 16 m-4 yrs & $100. 
H&JM 16 m-4 yrs. 
Gambling 1-3 yrs. 
1/31/49__. Hsb & L 20 m-5 yrs conc w/ sen 
now being served, 
| Lewisburg. 
6/6/49... |.....- Re Pe GLar 5 Indictments._...| 4 m-1 yr & 1 day on 2 
indicts consec, 2 indcts 
Dism. 
000.....5  — —- BAG snc. ssbb Te Oe Oo oc then st tone 20 m-5 yrs. 
| PR bbelintick i Retidicdinnranchehilsapicd ae Aslt w/in | Dism. 
| to 
1765...... | 1954_____| Davis, Raymond T..-_.._-..- SOE ca cabiecnca Died before trial. 
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ARRESTS FOR NARCOTICS VIOLATIONS BY NAME AND DatTe—Continued 
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Case No. | Date of 
Nare. | arrest or 
Squad indict- 

M.P.D.| ment 





| 20-60 mos ea of 4 cts & 
$100 (totals 8-240 
mos). 
| 8mo-2 yrs & $50. 
— Harry Kenneth 
en Louis Alphonso 


—— reindicted on Forg 


eircitanss asia sii a an, Sie SOS. 
LaRosa, Santiago z 7 ...| $50 or 30 days. 
Dennis, Julia @ Julia Siler __-- 16 m-4 yrs. 
DePaepe, Louis A 2-7 yrs. 
1/16/50___|.....do 


Committed. 

20-60 mos each on 2 cts 
conc; 12-36 mos at 
expir of that (totals 
32-96 mos). 

14-45 mos. 

$50 or 30 days. 

6-18 mos. 

Ign. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

$50 or 30 days. 

1-3 yrs. 

Sole Prost & poss imple- | 1 yr. 
meats of crime. 


NG. 
Sicophenam, Gertrude L Committed. 
Dorsey, Ernest Leroy 1-3 yrs ct 1; 1-3 yrs ct 2; 
2-6 yrs ct 3; conc. 

pay. — w 30 days. 

F., Dr Making Fals Statement | Ft $100. 
Drake, penal lifford Fals Pret (Nare Rx)----| 1 yr Lex rec. 
Drummond, Wm. Beale. ----- 


1-3 yrs. 
do 1-3 yrs ESS prob 3 yrs. 
Dublin, Robert Eugene Ft $25. 
Duff, Manuel 1-3 yrs & $50. 
8 mos-2 yrs. 


2 





2-6 yrs. 

Unsound Mind. 
20 m-5 yrs & $500. 
1-3 yrs & $200. 
i= ESS prob. 


"he Charles Howard. 
Durham, Pauline C 


2-6 yrs & $100. 

Found unconscious taken 
to DC Gen Hosp, 
where he died-syringe 
& needle & white 
powder found on his 
person. 

1467 T.....| BR | Edmonds, Roland L 
1597T__..| 1953. sae we Arthur Turner 


yrs. 
12 m-5 yrs conc w/. 
| 20 m-5 yrs. 
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Case No.| Date of | 
Nare. arrest or | ar 
Squad indict- | Defendant 
M. P. D. | ment | 
| eee 1953..... MG AOU in bk. os -2hee 
1760...... 1954___.- English, Thomas Howell... __- 
ae | ttl ec a 
2086 T__..| 1955.-.-.- oe James Robert------- 
aE BRNO caja bathe Dn orci c ace Rik asi need 
1556...... <a Fawwall, Mansur Judallah_- 
1968... 2 1952__...| Fell, en se) 
ae } 1953..... Fennell, ees rare 
1943.__._- NGM Os SS eae a3 
7... = | 1952._... Fields, NS aticnoie xv acto 
} 0/22/52...|..... Oe ee ek ed 
a ee | 1953..... Fineman, Hyman_-_______----- 
ORT ncaa | 1953._...| Fisher, Rudolph. ._- csi ae 
b BAe c cla kce _ es a ele ae 
EN ea ee eres 
ee | 1955_...- Fitzhugh, John Clyde-_-- 
eee 5 | 1954.._.- Fletcher, Alfred E - eT 
1305 T....| ana e vote Charles Paul_______- 
ORD hatch Docc nacincbitl tities delist 
1357 T a | Fletcher, George Francis. ____- 
1281 T__..| 1952.....| Flint, Leonard Randolph - - --- 
2039 T....| 1955.....| Floyd, Barbara Ellen. --.___-- 


Floyd, Louis Ellis._._..._._- 
ee 
Ford, Charles ee Ts ewe 


do 
_.| Ford, Elizabeth L-- 
Ford, Rebecca (Taylor) _- sae ed 
Se Uy Ul TS shy 
- Foreman, Leonard 
__| Foreman, Samuel__-.-----..--- 
| Forte, Leona Evans 
ORR a... . 225258 5th 
b SN, MEMINUR a ire oon cke< $584 
Foster, John Gilbert 
Foster, Samuel D___.-.._._._-- 
ae Sidney David--_-. : 
Dawstakictés 4 aaidad : 


Fowler, Edward D 
POW DOOR .i5c enn si aus is4 
Franklin, Alvin R 
Franklin, Ruby 
Frazier, 
so 


Maryann (Fraser 
also). 
Frederick, Joseph __..........- 
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Fong, Erma Peggy------------| 








Friedenberg, Dr. Henry 








ae 1952__.__| Frye, John Vivian--.-.-....._.-- 
Be Ricsinked 1902.....cbeises i hita n Acvlenins adeeb ee 
1591 T....| 1953.....| Fuller, Morris.......-........- 
1034... ... NT Rcs-hi tial ewes i aaa Ait sede 
1268 T_...| 1952._... Gafford, Curtis Thomas----._- 
RA nck 1953__. Gale, Wesley Thomas-.--_-_-_-_-_-- 
i: ee 1952 Gallant, Leo Frank -----.-.--- 
Sn 1955.....| Gardiner, Doris Louise-_----.- 
> ae 1954__ ay WERE Oe. 
Det ccann WS scene ci comin wea 
1533 _- 1953 _._--| Gardner, Ralph Lee- ----.---- 
6/26/51_.-|.----do- wees Ss 
1841 1954_ | Garnett, Amanda Delphine. -- 
ee NE, "Seen nes 
11/21/49__|-- 0B GRb wosecasatucnches 
11/14/49__|- do imiipgab acta 
ee | == Gary, Lloyd SR aA 
1499______ | 1063..... Gary, Vernon W ashington._-- 
Bc cae 1952 Gaskins, Ola Mary. ---------- 
Seen 1065... <. Gatew ood, Dental. ...324%- 
Noes... das 1952_- ee ee 
ae 1954_- “Gaylord, mew ©......-2540638- 
Sere 2o54s 1964... Geary, Kenneth Stanley - ----- 
1963._.....s. 1904- =. <.te8<- a ee el 
1502. ..... ee OR ee RE ale ee 
1906 T._.} 1954_...- Gee, Leong Gong----.--.------ 
Tonnies ER Gibbs, James Oscar--.-.--.---- 
| ee ee ee a .gitticcnadtonetvace 





Charge Disposition 


Et Oe AOA an dash one 1 





yr. 
DN 5s ease ainccrce cual Nolle Prossed. 
H&JM éicmasean ae 
I Eiks non « « anamith = enine 120 days. 
ETERS owecowccccnanial NG. 
Pina hiewn att «ccm Ft. $15. 
PR ER cssenrcriers bm <bsscan iad sm. 
5 & a wencensene niall 40-120 mos 
PE sa «no = duce bblen 1 yr. 
PME 005 scao aac Dism, 
tO Oe a on cnccccecccal 16 m-4 yrs 
gg RRR eta 6 mos SS 
Di CLS .S. oaawysi}< wean 28 m-7 yrs. 
I ns cincccnccascaeine 16 m-4 yrs cone w/. 
Pr nan de 16 m-4 yrs. 
Poss imple Crime.___-._- 120 days. 

Rs bre ie walced aguas 1-4 yrs & $50. 
ED Ms oka dindénrn $< aban 20 m-5 yrs Lex rec. 
cc sn otk eaaicddenl 1 yr. 
cine na nner caramel 20 m-5 yrs $100. 
MES Bln hh wnonen ithe we Dism by Commsner. 
I I niscack"S3 eunsiminls- Gi Pending. 
NN gi cna en were cinchine 20-60 mos. 
Of 2. a 20 m-5 yrs 
Forg Narc Rx.___....... 1 yr. 
Peet catbiet lh onisndcto ad Dism 
Obst. Justice. ........... 1 yr. 
ME Oe Sh cacca acconedl 20 m-5 yrs. $100 
Be OF Ons cb seennwsdo ee 20 m-5 yrs. 
Obst. Justice............. Dism. 
Sst eda erain tc iee Dism. 
Pure Food & Drug Act__| Dism. 
Pure Food & Drug Act__| 30 days or $100. 
SOU nian ecandecdsas 28 m-7 yrs. 
Seka os acetal Committed. 
Forg Narc Rx..........- NG. 
H & JM....__..........] Pending Sen. 
a go i tans ana mueee Committed. 
Be WE Os oe titi ope 3-10 yrs & $2000. 
TE O OOUS. - 5. enmuds~suste 2-6 yrs & $100 fine ESS to 

payment fine only. 

TEE ELAS. < orn a sew inane 40-120 mos. 
Es vnc nncncecacaae 20 m-5 yrs. 
2 f SRE eee 20 m-5 yrs. 
BPM <3. cin erm dion 20 m-5 yrs. 
POre ING@IO TS. .i2 0 1-3 yrs. 
el OS Bln wnt enateds ake Ign. 
Fail to keep proper rec- | Dism 


ords of Adm. of Nare 


drugs. 
H&JM__. ...| 3-10 yrs cone w/. 
MEE UE. 28 ahead Saal 2-8 yrs Lex rec. 
BEE 5 acaccnccne uel 20 m-5 yrs. 
BO gtd aiernk 
Pe Oe ME- => naiinedba wien 20 m-5 yrs $500. 
BEE Oso ow ccncccnahoull 20 m-5 yrs $100. 
GS aon cnn sa oeak cell Acquitted. 
BGT Ota. 2 autxconells aia Pending. 
veal miaes® -| Pending. 
PU iacin le ieasre nonce babii 30 days. 
H & JM... - 12 m—4 yrs. 
Be incarpedat 9 mos. 
i >) Sere aeeers 2-6 yrs. 
BE BEE ip a deeronnkbnrs Dism. 
H & JM-.-...--.--------| 1-3 yrs cone w/. 
H&IJIM.....- ssa we em be 
H&JM__.___- __...-| 1-6 yrs. 
REE sc cnconcc-snabih Pending. 
ROME sc csdcnsewababe 6 m-2 yrs. 
Pin crunk shupledtonbuve Pending. 
Bt eS ones o> 4-- anes 20 m-5 yrs $100. 
ss conusscnwehe sil 16 m-5 yrs $100. 
Ec cacnncnanspee 1 yr. 
REDE «. « thienste nerds citi | w/drawn. 
Lar after Trust_...-----< | Nolle Prossed. 
ed cnenceeesoceectel | 1-3 yrs $10. 
DE is cotendes an deed ; 6 m-2 yrs. 
WE Mins pancarwane Selatan’ | Committed. 
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Case No.| Date of 
Nare. arrest or | 


Dism. 
15-45 mos. 

.| 20 m-5 yrs $100. 
fh ~—ay 


oodson, George N 
Gordon, Elizabeth C. 





-_ 
20 m-5 yrs. 
16 m-5 
1-4 yrs 100. 


J 
1954_._...| Green, Caryol Poss Eup of Crime....| 90 days. 
Green, Matthew...--.-...-- H&J 6 m-2 yrs. 
d ao 255 Ill use Nare | 6 = = Ess for fine 


H&JM.- b 
Ti 2% USC 2913, 3321a, | 1-3 mos cone w/sen now 
; being served; $200. 


Dism. 
roar “take Maurice A 2-12 yrs — 
iiaia- in sl 20 m-5 y 
20 m5 yrs on 1 ot, 2-6 


71515—56— pt. 431 
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Case No.| Date of 


Nare. 
Squad 


[M. P. D. | 


1852 T_. 


2050___- 
1200... -- 


arrest or 
| indict- 
ment 


Defendant 


Charge 





1954_____ | Harcombe, Carlton. .__...___- 


| Harley, Robert T 
Harris, Charles Allen ____-___- 
| Harris, Charles Edwin_. 


11)7/49. eek or deiweningees Toute 
1952_.__.| Harris, Joanetta-. ter 
| 1954_..._| Harris, John Nakomis, Jr_. 
7/23/51_--}_ - do. . 
1955._...| Harris, Nancy J. 
; 1952 __.__| Harris, Robert 
| 8/22/49___|__ 

| Harris, Roland_- 
_....do cw. 22 Ed. 
| Harris, Thomas_--_____- 
}_....do . 


do 


| 1952 ___- 
10/2/50...|_....do- 

1955.__..| Harris, Wendell F_ 
1954.__..| Harrison, William 
1/7/52____| 
ce 
10/ 8/ 61. 
Hartman, Stanley 
Hatchett, George S 

do 


do 
Harvey, John Frank 
Hawkins, James Leroy 
Hawkins, Juanita 
Hawkins, Leonard Eldridge--- 
5/9/49... ..)____-do 
Hawkins, Wilbur W 
.----d0 





| napa. Crisp, Jr 
Hegpeth, Isaiah 
Hen, Lee 
Hendleberg, James Isadore-.-.-- 
Henderson, John T 
Henderson, William.--__----.- 
ial | Henry, Bernice Gertrude----_- 
| Herbert, Harry Joseph 


_do 
| Hertzlish, Abraham 
| eens Thomas 


1.5) Hill, Augustine M 
| Hill, Mark H 
_do penne 
| Hilliard, Harry Harvey 
} 





| 1953. .... | Hinson, Theodore J 
. | Hinton, Arthur J 


| 5/20/50...|_._- 
: Hinton, Clifford Wm 
ee Margaret 


oo Lewis Henry 
| Hodges, Jessie James 


"Halden, James Robert --_-...-- 
| Holland, William George 


| ifoinman, Henry Martin 


1953.....| Holloway, Edward R 


| Harris, James Thomas- -------| 


-| H 


_...| H&IM....- 
a Ps meee 


|H& JIM 


} 
| 
} 
| 
| 


| cu 

| Rob-_- 

| Ti18 USC > 1708, 4 495_- 
PL 76_. 3 


Bee fe See 
H&JM 


H&JM_..... Tt Jor 
| Hsb & Lar 


Pure Food & Drug Act_} 
Pat shed & Pharm 


JIM 
& JM Mari, 
spiracy. 
| SS 


Con- 





Forg Nare Rx 


Forg Nare Rx 





- Asit; on police off 
Poss Imple of Crime---- 


Disposition 


Ign. 

Dism. 

Dism. 

Nolle Prossed. 
lyr. 

6 mos. 

20-60 mos. 

2-6 yrs. 

Dism. 

$25 or 15 days. 
6 mos, 

1-5 yrs. 

20 m-5 yrs & $10. 
1-3 yrs. 
Committed. 

6 mos-2 yrs $50. 


| 4m-l yr. 
..| Dism. 
| 1-3 yrs. 


Dism. 

NG. 

Dism. 

Died of Cancer. 
Nolle Prossed. 
8 mos. 

Dism. 

Ign. 

Ft $15. 

2-6 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 


Ign 

0 ‘a5 yrs $500. 

Dism. 

6 m-2 yrs. 

16 m-4 yrs $100. 

16 m-4 yrs. 

2-6 yrs $10. 

1-3 yrs $100. 

18 m-5 yrs $10, 

6-18 mos. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

Pending. 

20 m-5 yrs $250. 

5-15 yrs $100. 

$1, 000 or 60 days. 
Ft $50. 

15-45 mos. 

Pending. 

1-5 yr. 

360 days. 

Ft $25. 

1+4 yrs. 

20 m-5 yr consee w/ fol- 
lowing $50. 

2-6 yrs. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

8 m-2 yrs $10. 

20 m-5 yrs 


$50. 
| 20 m- 8 yrs.on 1 ct, 20 m- 


5 yrs on another ct at 
the expraton of first. 


$2000. 
Evidence suppresses 
dism. 


Dism. 

6-18 mos $1.00. 
16 m-4 = $50. 

1-3 yrs Ess Prob. 

1-3 yrs Ess Prob $100. 


$25 or 30 days. 
360 days. 
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Nene eee eee en  EUEEEEEEEEE EEE CER 








: Case No. Date of 
Nare. | arrest or ; : 
Squad indict- Defendant Charge Disposition 
M.P.D. ment a | 

xi 1334....-: 1952. ..*. Holt, Melvin Leonard. --.--..} H & JM---.-.------------ 16 m-4 yrs. 

ii. 1953__... Holt, Robert Leon..---------- | | SSSR 2 Died (Had been inject- 
ing himself w/reddish 
fluid). 

74. .<cen 1953----- Tamer, Bymee.........---..<. ca eae Ft. $50. 

1898 T....| 1954. ---- eS ee a. ance Nolle Prossed. 

VE... scat 1952_--.. ra a animal oe cement 18 m-5 yrs. 

eee: ae en Garteit.......<-<-<2+ cow i a = eeemevsceg- cage — yrs. 

wee 1953..._- “opa Catherng H & IM......-. oak Ls YTS. | 

oe 1955_....| Hopkins, Robert A-....------ & IM.....---.-.-.---| l-4 yrs & $250. 
a oe 1954____. iiten, SG Es enced = & — ee ait nidiiends - mos-5 yrs, 
eee sb & Lar .| 16 mos-4 yrs, 
ee oe Ba ta 8 eT Rec Stolen P rop-. | Ign. 

a 1952.._._.| Horton, Mary Catherine... ....; Mari___....--.--..- Ign. 

1342_- 1952_..__| Housley, Be corneal ao... 1-3 yrs. 

We 33 ee Housley, John Henry-...---~.-. ae Si note n 2 yrs, 6m-10 yrs. 

eee 1952_____| Howard, Ernestine -|H&JM..-.. 2-6 yrs $100. 

1355.__...} 1952- ae mts James Alvin__._...-- Bess Te aiereaaeaee Dism. . 

10/6/52_._|..... a) =. annemaweaneenel cide diceiierecnaniicichell 1-3 yrs $100. 
1/40... 1) 225s (OS SS aa a DOMOUT. ...cecsone Dism—Unsound mind, 

1583 T_._.| 1953. am Howard, Joanne-.--.-.....----- ae 1-4 yrs SS. 

1520 1953____.| Howard, Lenwood, Jr-. | H&IM --| 3 yrs. 

1847 | 1954_____| Howard, Mary Inez H&IM 16 m-—4 yrs $25, 

1466_..__-| 1953. ---| Howell, Robert Lee. ._- lt TE na eateries --| 40 m-5 yrs. 

1808 #92. _| 1954. ____| Howerton, Richard Arnett_ + ne Snr ere | 3-9 yrs. 

ee le Goa ee ee 

1006....2.2 1954 --=| Huffman, Wm. McKinley- - | ae ee iiAlaeninncad yrs. 

8/14/50___|_....do nh ne ee sb I SN ae PC. 

; — 19054..... | Humble. SORE Ss conde need | Healing Arts Prac Act "| 30 days. 

OR nis 1953__.._.| Hunnicutt, Terry W--...-..---- | Uniform. ...-....------- | Lyr. 

1518 #2._.| 1953.....| Hunt, Fannie --...-....-.- wa] Ce BEM. .-cnanenssenes | 1-3 yrs. 

1748:......3 bo se x pees CURRIE DES one mnneesi s om mag crenert—nn : 10 yrs & $10. 

/19/50...}...- ia... aienesdtenaiadeed | PUREE PSROG Bela annenccann 8 m-2 yrs. 

1940 T_.. 1954 .--.| Hunter, Curtis E...........-- PEE. 2 coat calenae | Acquitted 

STOR id 1954 ----| Hunter, John Jacob__....----- | 2 cS a ee | 20 m-5 yrs — 

STR aie iaoasinaen4 Ns 5 canines eae ead’ SPS os cacinadeehaametaal 16 m-4 yrs $50. 

1457.22. 1953___.- | Hunter, Olivia_......----._--- fr sree SO Dism. 

en eerie a 15 0s 
2150.....- 1955. _-.| Ingles, Troy_..................| Unie Pharm_..-.--.----| Nolle Prossed. 
wat eg teas 2 on = 0 ag Unlic Pharm....-..-...- = days & $400 or 188 
. days. 

1380...... | 1952____- Ingraham, Albert Jimmy. --- H & JM- fe Sn hn | 16 m-4 yrs $50. 
| 6/6/49...) ----- =r enn a ..---| yrs. 

2172......| 1985.....| Ivison, Joseph R__-~_277277~7 ee ee Pending. 

iNT Ts. ea naontl ——,- aoe rd oe MET eccee~y as 
f SEE cord cane 8 osen sain ES eo oe ism. 

MR cas | See soo | Jackson, Arthur Bernard......| H & JM-_.....--..------ Conan te omene 
| of Attorney General. 
= es a a a a BA nae Dism. 

cake | 1963.--.- | Jackson, Edward F_.._-_- ; H&IJIM ae 40-120 mos. 
§/4/52____|_...- a eal UUV & G Lar- 6 m-2 yrs. 

fol- I OS a8 on | Bn. .--r---- 22-2 - § mes ESS prob. 3 yrs. 
SS es aac ie naan genome I ti cee G 

a 5 ete Jackson, Ernest........------- I I oar tee alee Dism. 

2/6/50_._-| eae Rian was sn og enema Aslt w/i comt Rob----- 2-6 yrs ESS Prob. 
2/6/50_._. oe ceed Pinan ..----| 16 m-4 yrs. 

1708. .....1 a Jackson, NES oedema = : IM a. a , 

- 1/30/50... eR rE IM. 8 m-2 yrs on 2 ct cone, 
at , & m-2 yrs at expiration 
* | | _ on 1 other ct $10. 

2032 1955...._| Jackson, F velyn-. cael Gere hace ..--| Dism. 

1605 T....| 1953. .... | Jackson, Francis Eugene..__-- B&I3M..........-....,1 Buea ye 

1300___._. gk Bee | Jackson, James Earl_........... H & JM 12 m-4 yrs $100. 

1679.____.| 1953_____| Jackson, James J...-..------ H&JM 3-10 yrs. 

10/17/49_- ee oo H&JM Dism. 
ses 1822__....| 1954_____| Yeskaon, aoae.. —:..-—. - widays. 
8/14/50__- en leanne A yr. 

1471 1953_._.__| Jackson, Ruthetta H & JM Dism. 

2111__.. eR Poss Imple of Crime 180 days. 

1996 T....) 1955 Janifer, Joseph .-.----------- JM. __. 1-3 yrs $1.00. 

1922......| 1954_- Jarrett, James W ote ire Fors Here Bx. Rese. 

1204. _.... | 1952.____| Jeffers, Jesse Wm., Jr_---.----- M, Mari. _..-.| Dism. 

: 5/23/52_. eT ra H & Forg Narc'Rx-- 16 m-5 yrs, Lex rec. 
| 1/16/50__-|- Bd bot ts mee ee en Ign. 
11/7/49.__! Aa eit eend Be@ve..... 4m-l yr. 


71515—56—pt. 432 
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| 
Case No.| Date of | | 
f aS 
Sauna ee Defendant Charge Disposition 
M.P.D. ment 
| 

ae 1955___.- | Jefferson, Bernard. -__.-..---- ee eee ae | 16m-5 yrs $200. 
C/T 0R. . lnc __ Epa tonei Ae ey ee | Radeon Speier t Dism. 

Es cic } 1954__... | Jenkins, George Emerson. - BE ip oscnacecdcasccet See 

1944_.._.. 1954_....| Jenkins, Kenneth---.---.-..-- BROOME. wewcsccsducksea 1-4 yrs $100. 

| 5/26/52__.|-.--- Ds ccc. cc aes Duetenmetnd gee ee 6 m-2 yrs. 

ae 1955.....| Jenkins, Mildred____........-- Te OE POE. . cast incon ree. 

1714 #8___| 1953__--- | Jervey, Ruth Gladys____------ Lo. eters. 1 yr. 

1833 T___| 1954__-.- | Johnson, Alphonzo Bernard_..| H & JM_____------.---- Pending. 

2119 T__-| 1955._..-| Johnson, Clinton....._......-- H & JM, Mari.__._____- | 2-7 yrs $100. 
3/30/52___|-.--- RODS a eds et a eeched= on bes 4 18 USC 650.__.....---- 2-7 yrs 
4/30/51___|----- ote a ak teens cae 4m-l yr ESS Prob 3 yrs. 

a 1952 ___.| Johnson, Delores Jessie_-_._-.-- ate 20 m-5 yrs. 
11/7/49__.|.-.-- I coe gee ee Rea are akia MER os catia cannes 8 m-2 yrs $25. 

7e....-. 1962.....| Johnson, Elmora.............-- Harboring Fugitive-___- | 90 days. 

1280. ... 1952_....| Johnson, Eknora..---....-..-- auvens Fugitive. _...| 90 days. 

1639_.....| 1953_- yunpen, Tereuaes... .. «<..<- <<< +] TE eee « ~ oc kcnne ts -- 0 20 m-5 yrs. 

SER. 3, 1 Eanes ae eng ae an ae G Lar-. 10 mos. 

1932__ 1954__ Johnson, Jacqueline-.--------- Poss Imple Of Crime..._| Nolle Prossed. 

1165 T___.| 1952_....| Johnson, James Edward. -- -- H & JM, Mari__...-.---| 1-3 yrs consee w/. 
3/10/52. ..|-..-.do....- POSS legen eee BG UE tesctcecxctees 1-3 yrs. 

Sele TRA "SERRE eR! 0 cE cone al 

ch oo Sec dant oe Scene eens cena Se ta ee ee ee Dism. 

1859 T_...| 1954 | Johnson, James Lionell____-- H & JM_-.._...-.-------| 10-40 mos $10. 

2084 1955_- Johnson, John Barrymore...--| H & JM_-_.---.--------- 3-9 yrs $750. 

1934 T....| 1954_..-.| Johnson, John H..-.....-.---- Ee BE ice 6annetate~ te, Pending. 

Get. ..<l-+<< sca. ssa fic-.-saena-<e~ =) MERRIE onn<5- a> >psh dism, 2-6 

| yrs on 2 cts cone. 

1995. ---- 1955 Pannen, T0008. 3. snes | ee ERE epee ee 20 m-5 yrs. 
ee TE een tet aati Tee @ ae. oes. - 6-18 mon cone w/. 
i ee RS Se eee OU ak so oe oincccuopth eee 

1633 T....| 1953... | Johnson, Lucille. __.-.-.---.. WOE Ss Sciecnel 088 | Dism. 

Shonss0: ee Johnson, Marion Linda- ------ We Oe Ok sctndevarsacne 1-3 yrs $10. 

2095_---- 1955.._..| Johnson, Raymond T-.------- Te OIE = 5 whe cagucnivce Pending. 

We. 3.52 ss. ...- Janmmon, GNIOF .. . s 6<=<- 0-5 eS oti nthe sees 40 m-10 yrs. 

sao Johnson, Thelma L----------- nae Ware Wa..<-..< 1-3 yrs. 

inne 1953_._-. Johnson, Vera Alice @ Smith | H & JM__-..--.--.------ Dism. 

| @ Pugh. | 

1647.....- | 1953.__.-| Johnson, William--_-_..--.-.--- ONE Sn coeacceccas 146 to 4% yrs. 
11/6/50___|----- reese ew cc asaceeae at oy Seitedins 60 days Ess Prob 1 yr. 
6/19/50__..|----- MEET. cc cateeuermaet cael aed 0 @& BaP 5.52652. 5 cas 4 indctmts’ 2 dism, 2-9 

yrs cone on 2 cts. 

2043....-- eo Johnson, William D__....----- | hk 2 eee er 20 m-5 yrs $250. 

Oe wae 1954__--- | Johnston, Dewey B-_----.------ Forg Nare Rx....------- 2-6 yrs. 

99... <5. 1955_-_..- Jones, Albert Cosby --.-------- MEINE. Sa caceccdcckon Pending. 

1678....... ee. Lane Bi Ue werent ee hte Nolle Prossed. 
5/8/50. ...|----- NE ea eigen gn. 

1964____- 1954 ___.| Jones, Anderson-........-.-.-- E Committed. 
12/19/52 _|----- (Seb ogg eye: ee eee ale Lees rer 

OE us 1000 .....1 seuuee; DemharG.; . 2355.5. - 7 Pending. 

1207. ...-- re Wane 5-2 kcal ete eee H 8 m-2 yrs. 
grams. |, ..-.00.- 2c: sane eee tates suns Dism. 

10/15/52 _|----- eee ee a eee H a Dism. 
ae 1952__ Jones; Bediah .......24-. 5... 3-12 yrs. 

1755-..-- 1954_____| Jones, Celestine_- ered 8-24 mos. 

1754_...-- 1954. _.-. eee __ EER. A 1 yr. 

1359__._- 1952__ Jones, Clarence Wm & sncuscedt Sun wine 

1876._...-| 1954._...| Jones, Dorothy E---......---- a, hidden nepetne 1-4 yrs $100. 

2049.....-| 1955.._..| Jones, Edward E-.-.......-..-..-- acca aawimndownl Pending. 

1877 T_.__| 1954 Jones, George Earl__-_--------- WMP Ss concen sss cacgs 246-8 yrs $10. 

Ci. fae eae ee IS od punish hd ap 8 m-2 yrs. 

| o81/00....|...-€0.....---<--.---44<------- LS a Se PC. 
Whe cua=- | 1954. -_._| "et | Tt Ome 255-2 2see 22 nn 1-4 yrs $10. 

| 2/4/52... ..|- SEO ee EE RS tc ge incl 1-3 yrs ESS Prob & $100. 
1823...___| 1954 | jones, Joseph Lee... <-.0s-¢<.- OE Pn Micateetts oe Nolle Prossed. 

RR ees ae WD tel ae Gna cstE won 6 mos. 

 —= Jones, Margie bs nan Reahelae Sia SOE no bd eecivoring Pending. 

1043. .....| 1054. ....| Jones, Mattie. .......5....-.5- Poss Imple of Crime____| Pending. 

9/22/52. _.|----- Wc sacs puns oh edo yt on Mem P. F__--.-| 5-15 mos. 
 —— | ee See Be BO = ncgiinsi se ies | 20 m-5 yrs. 
Scacext 1063... .- Jones, TRUONG... 25 cpecease OF OE Gite sebacusdedas | 3-10 yrs. 

Fn --| ee Ss a eee EE sede hm heen Pending. 
ee | 1954...__| Jones, Walter Charles------.--- ks Sarre as: Committed. 
| EN os MER Te ke Cin roc ess there PRIN sic ala 2 a 1-3 yrs. 
| 12/4/50...|.-.-- 655350528 abitinntioges t= 2d Degree Murder_-_-..| 4-21 yrs. 

1593.....-| 1053. | Jordan, Charles W------------ § eee | 16 m-4 yrs. 

1484__- ose... Jordan, Themas...........---- fh Oe RON - cose <-- soa 2-6 yrs. 

1199_-....| 1952.....| Kast, Frank Charles__...----- | 2 eee eee Ign. 

1......' Eb ws | Kelly, Mildred D-..--...--..---- roe & 00k... 352 sec ec aces | 1-3 yrs. 





Case No. 
Nare. 
Squad | 

M. P.D. | 
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Date of 
arrest or 
indict- 


6/16/52. +. 


| 5/14/51_- 


1598 T 

1908..5-sa] 
1623 
1224 
1221 
1287 


1962... . 


| 1953 


1952- 


_.| 1952 


1952 


..| 1952 
| 1954 


| 1954- 


1953. ___| 


1953 


1 ks 


1952 


1955 
1953. ...- 


1953... --} 


1954....- 


1952. ....}. 


1954. __. 
1954 
1952 


5/8/50-._.|. 


1954. __ .- 
1954. 
1952 
1952. 


1952__-.- 


a 
1952- 
12/5/49 
1952... - 


_-} 1952... 
1952___. 


1954. 
1954. _- 
1955. _. - 


; 1955... 


1954. _- 
1952 


| 1954. 
| 1954- 


~-| 1952_._-- 


ee 
1953 _ 
2/12/51. 
1954. ._.- 
1952... 


1954. ...-} 


3688... 5. 
1983. ...- 
1065. .... 
1954____- 
1954 
6/12/50 _- 
Fe 


10/24/49 __ 


| Kenney, 


| Lamart ine, 


_.| Leach, 


Defendant 


Kimer, John D 
King, Joseph. 
BiG ce ta 


Ne oa gte 
King, Mary Madgeline 
King, Samuel David___- 
King, Wong Ngik 


| Kinnison, John L. 


Kirkpatrick, W illiam R_- 
Kitching, Elijah James _- 
Knight, Maxie-_- 


| Knowlan, James Fred_-__---- 


| Korol, Nathan with alates 
Kramer, Jack Louis__._------- 


LaMare, 
do 


Eileen M 


| Lamb, Bell 


Lane, Ruth 

Langford, Velma 

LaRose, Theodore 
do 


.| Lawson, Cecil G__. 
| Lawson, Theodore Robert 


do 
do 
Leach, 
do 
do 


Earline__- 


John Willie___- 
hs a 


do_._ 
.do_- 
do. 
 Leazer, 
Lee, 


Andrew Perkins_- 
Elaine Antoinette 

: “a 
Lee Hin a 
Lee, Ling Sing-.- 
Lee, Marion 

.do 

do 


, erste 
Lee, Raymond Kim_--- 
Lee, Sic Woon 
Lee, Tong Fong 
Lee, William H 
do... 
Lemerise, Leo P 
Lestrick, Harrison - 


Levin. Peter 

Levine, lsaac 

Levine. Sam Sactinbedaeda 

Levinson, Sol _- 

Levister, Charles Hannon 
_.do-.. 

— 

Levister, George Cole 

Levitt. Louis P 

Lewis, Alice M__..----- 


.do , 
Lewis, Curtis E 


oe 
Lewi is, Erma E 
_do 
Lewis, Isiah Donald 
Lewis, John B 


be Sees do_- 


Thomas Wilson... 


“Mary Theresa_ 


Charge 


H& JM 
H 
H&JIM 


| Rob 

| Hsb & Lar 
| H&JIM 
..|H&JIM 
|H&JIM 


H&JIM 
H&IJIM 
H&IM 
H & JM, M: ari 


Maintaining y unlic, mas- 


sage establish. 
Pharm 
D-H 
H&JIM 
H&IM 
H&JM 


Pharm. 
H 
H&IM 
H&IM 
Mari 
Pharm 
H&JIM 
H&JM 
Rob 
H&IM 
PIE 

H 
H&JM 


H&JM 


H & JM. 
Uniform 
lst degree murder 
H&JIM 
H&JIM 
H&IJIM 


|} H&JM 


H&IJIM 

PL 76 

PL 76 

PIE 

H&JM 
H&IM 
H&IM 

H & JM-_-- 
H &JIM dia 
Incest & Carnal Know 
Forg Nare Rx 
H&JIM 
H&IJIM 


Pharm 

Pharm _. 

Pharm 

Mari.... 

H & Forg Nare Rx 

Forge Nare Rx 

H&IM 

H&IJIM 

H (changed to Uniform 

PIE 

Rob 

H&IM 

H&IM 

H&IM 

H&IM 

H&IM 

H&IM 

Impl. of Crime & Pet 
Lar. 

Gambling Ignored 


Disposition 


2-6 yrs $50 Lex rec. 
15 m-5 yrs. 
32 m-8 yrs. 


| 1-3 yrs. 


16-48 mos ESS P Prob. 

Ign. 

8-24 mos. 

3-9 yrs. 

2-6 yrs $100. 

1+ yrs $100. 

1-4 yrs $500. 

20 m-5 yrs $100 Lex rec 

$25 or 30 days Sus- 
pended. 

Ft $10. 

6 mos 8S. 

1-3 yrs. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

Not chrgd-dism by 
MPD. 

Ft $10. 

1-5 yrs $100. 

20 m-5 yrs. 

4-12 yrs. 

Nolle Prossed 

$25 or 25 days. 

16 m-4 yrs. 

6-18 mos. 

6-18 mos. 

16 m-4 yrs $10, 

Nolle Prossed 

Ign. 

1-3 yrs at ex of sen 
being served 

1-4 yrs $250 on 2 cts cone, 
i-4 yrs $250 at ex of 
those 2 cts. 

Nolle Prossed 

$25 or 30 days 

4-20 yrs 

9-27 Mos. 

1-3 yrs (Lex rec 

1-3 yrs at exp of above. 

3-10 yrs & $10 

3-9 yrs & $300. 

Committed 

Dismissed 

160 days 

Nolle. 

Nolle P. 

1-3 yrs $10 

Ignored 

14-42 mos. 

4-12 yrs 

I 1os-—4 yrs 

8 mos- 3 yrs & $100 

8 mos-3 yrs & $100 
exp of other sente 

EF $25 

Ft $3 

Ft $25 

2) mos-5 yrs & $100 

2-10 yrs & SO 

1-3 yrs & 3% 

1-4 yrs & $100. 

3-i yrs 

$500 or 1 yr. 

Not Guilty. 

Dismissed. 

Dismissed. 

Dism—U nsound mind. 

Dism—U nsound u.ind. 

16 mos—4 yrs. 

Pending 

16 mos-—5 yrs. 

120 days 


now 


Ignored 
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Case No. 
Nare. 
Squad 

M. P. D. 


1165 Tia 1952 
| 
ee | 1954____ 
} 11/14/51 
9/26/49___|- 
Ba oircks | Face 
SIR sk | 1952... 
ws ont | 2060. .... 
ol 1953 cs 
6/23/52_. 
ae | 1955__.- 
a | 1955_...-| 
TUR an oetcois 1955. .... 
11/5/51 
| 7/31/50 
| 10/24/49__ 
8/8/49 ___- 
A> os 
ee | 1952. __. 
snd | 1066..... 
1314 T___.| 1952___.. 
1537 .| 1963... 
2150__ | 1960... -- 
1252 | 1952 
8/29/49-_- 
2055 1955 
1459__ 1953 
1434__. 1952 
1319_- | 1952... .. 
2622......| 1955 
1681_ | 1953 
11/14/49. 
1377 1952 ya 
1338 1952__... 
1634 T 1953 
a 1953. .... 





Date of 


arrest or | 


indict- 
ment 


9/20/52. 
12/17/51_- 
1955... 
4/7/52... 
1954___ 
11/5/51... 


| 1952___- 


1954... 
1954__-- 


1953____- 


2/11/52--_| 


| 2/11/52_.- 


.| Long, Maurice T 


.| Marrow, Juanita 


_..| Marshall, Louis _------ 
.| Marshall. Roy Hamilton 


___| Mason, Paul Bruce 


__| Matthews, 


; a McA bee, William Roscoe 


Defendant 


eo Virginia Louise 
Lewi is, William 


Lew is, Witem. 0 ...é44.%-.;-. 
Lieberman, Harold M 


Lindsey, Carmelita M-.--_--_- 
Lipson, Daniel Jack__..------- 
ee Albert W 


Lomax, James_. Bet 
— Charles Theodore______- 
do. 


Long, William 


| LoPresti, Dr. Joseph 

Love, Frank M 

Loyetz, Paul E 
do- 


Lyles, Lloyd § 
Lynch, Eula V ‘ireinia be wt BE. 
Oa aang SI 


" a i ee Me 
MacLaughlin, Robert Edward 
Maloney, Beatrice P 


| Mann, Stewart P 


- 
} 
| 
| 
| 


| Marlow, Thomas J 
Ae 2 LD. owe 


Marshall, James Alphonsus - -- 





alae nie ste eiael 


| Martin, Cicero, Jr sles 


| Martin, Jesse. ........- 
Martin, Margaret 
be sed, do 


| Dieson, CIN. ones sewisi si. 
Massey, Oscar --- 
Mathis, Dwight Sands 
| Matthews, Charles-- 
Edward J...-....- 
sy ddde BO cuikninninanceakcans 


Matthews, Irvin Milton 
| Matthews, Oda Belle 
Mayers, Robert John 





Charge | Disposition 
Hide FO. euisel nice 20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 
UUV, @ hae. ee 6-18 mos. 
Carnal Knowledge. ----- Ignored. 
PEM «6 sssesessesessy 16 mos-4 yrs & $100. 
OT er Not Guilty. 
Gambling.-------------- 10-30 mos. 
Bee Oa cs ed peel leaws 20 mos-5 yrs & $1.00. 
ed Liascuvipees tenet cud 6 mos-2 yrs. 
PMN. one coos sefecuk Ft $25. 
Ti 22 DGC Re Jury unable to agree—~— 
Not Guilty. 
ER Bi ccesscduwgscocue 9-27 mos & $100. 
cw SE | See ee 16 mos-4 yrs & $100. 
ra sb tachi esate Committed. 
ON cchspatas epavesaat Ft $10. 
ih, Gilee nL Gu. Ssh. 5 258 3-9 yrs. 
Deitit nneeneioldidunte 1-3 yrs. 
tin and cipiqune «ote | Nolle P. 
MOU. duedees oes 2e Dismissed. 
OP ye aera i: Ignored. 
TE Pditccenrncadedoede Committed. 
i iicanammnd obhebeiad 1 yr, Lex. ree. 
Bee Ow Gullii.w cue 16 mos-4 yrs & $50. 
RPM a. so Sted G ata tatck 6-18 mos. 
aS a, ee 20 mos-5 yrs, Lex. rec. 
BM TOM. 2 05s 555 tt 2-6 yrs. 
Pa Ak ils. 38 days. 
I a evnin lacie cs esas snegull 8 mos-3 yrs. 
DN ad, osc a ork mena | 15-60 mos. 
DRM OM wiiccncts Socket 32 mos-8 yrs. 
aed citi earl 60 days. 
ADW, ODW.........4 | 10/2/50. 
Investigation beds tes ok Put on official notice. 
EE sin warinawineiot 20 mos-5 yrs. 
rig Bina ci sec ered Committed. 
I ic ctacingicn alec wancaneen Nolle P. 
Bt MES nc ancwdsouesdane 20 mos-5 yrs. 
eS | | ae | 1-3 yrs. 
[PE ncnadnnansnncnccedl 8 mos-2 yrs ESS Prob 
$100. 
G, igGseusd. nabs. Dismissed. 
H & JM, Mari_--------- 15-45 mos & $600 consec 
with Ind 407-52, 
Os iccacacikcenn ak oaldhes Committed. 
TN noice anineheee aes ee Ignored. 
Do teria nani SOR URES | Dismissed. 
aaa” | 6 mos-3 yrs & $100. 
Forg Nare Rx. ........% Dismissed. 
Porn Neare B&.......64% | 1-5 yrs. 
IO os sad | 1-4 yrs. 
OF TUNE. . nnn nadatdeceel | 8 mos, Lex. rec. 
PD Be ncice con Kitébd db Pending. ~ 
a aS | Pending. 
Be tins canada tsitin mail Committed. 
Forg Nare Rx....-...-.--- | 1-3 yrs conc on 2 ind. 
ROI isn nckitciindn ees 6-18 mos. 
I la cardia camenianin Gl 1 month. 
ERS Pe cat Dismissed. 
SEs anongnntAesiak 8 mos-2 yrs. 
OS) ae er ae 5-15 mos, Lex. rec. 
J aaa her Committed 
AO. «onan dines 9-27 mos, Lex. rec. 
Fh eed. alas sad 1-3 yrs. 
a Committed. 
SE a cine cothind anal 6 mos-2 yrs & $100. 
Hsb & pean touud Sak 6-8 mos. 
a SR eee ae 1 yr. 
H& IM inci tw Dara Lda aa | 2-6 yrs. 
acim cenaniie _.| Ft $25. 
| Simple Assault......---- | 60 days. 
do aucnd ann ail 20 mos-5 yrs. 
a | 2-7 yrs. 
OS) RS ree ee | 2-3 yrs & $200, each of 2 
| ind cone, ESS Prob. 
ae OOO iat dedal <a | 16 mos-4 yrs: 
Be Ot Oi w0-ndl-Gédech | 8-24 mos. 
H&JM... 40 mos-10 yrs. 
tt OS oon oc coke an eall 3-9 yrs. 


| 












1522 #4.__| 
1953....--| 


1716....dus< | 


1S er 


1582 Toul 


| 7/1/52..--|...-. 


| 1952 ____ 
| 9/26/49. _- 
| 1955. 

| 41/5/51 
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arrest or | 
indict- | 


-| | McCarter, Danie] L.........- 
McClain, Charles P_.....-.--- 
=| Meclear, Elizabeth...__-----| 


| McCoray, Curlene 
Gertrude 
| McCoy, Thomas 
8/21/50...|.... .do- ; it 
scr Wendell X...._-._- 


d 

| McLaughlin, Winslow 
McLean, Katherine 
McLean, Luther C_.........--! 
| MeNair, Esther 

MeNair, Milton L 

McRae, Elmore. 

MeWain Raymond William.- 
Means, Charies W 

Mendelsohn, cited. i 
Merritt, Edward Franklin __- 
Meyers, Ronnie 
8/14/51_..|._.__.do 

Middleton, Richard_...___.__- 





1952 i. 

11/14/51_.| _ _- 
Miller, Cora Anna 
Miller, Geraldine 
Miller,  ncothdtbes 
Miller, Paul Montague. ------- 
Miller, Robert 


1955__...| Millington, Delores S 


Minor, William R 


10/1/50_._|.....do 
Mitchell, Esley 
ae aoe 


Mixon, Robert 

Mizell, Norman R 

Mobray, Thelma. - _---- 
Menahan, Edward Dean-.-. 
Monroe, Loui 





| 8/22/49._.|.....do 
| 1953 Takin William Luther - -| 


Morrison, Charles Edward_- 
| Morrison, Clifford L 


o-}---- 


F Mundell, Wilbert Wm____----| 


| 12/4/50-..|-....do 


Murdza, Richard Donald 


P 08S. Impl. of Crime..__| $100 or 30 days. 


Assit w/I to Commit 
Rob. 
> aaa ea wi 


AIM. oct. cows) 


Uniform 


| Rob o Ti 22, DCC 3202. 


Disposition 


18-54 mos & $100. 
| 20 mos-5 yrs. 
10-40 mos. 
Dism. 
| 60 days. 
| Nolle Prossed. 


PC. 
Pending. 

1-3 yrs. 
Ignored. 
Ignored. 

| 3-9 yrs. 

| 1-3 yrs ESS Prob. 
20 mos-5 yrs. 
20 mos-5 yrs. 
1-5 yrs. 

| Pending. 


-| 60 days. 


| 60 days. 

Acquitted. 

2-6 yrs. 

Ft $15. 

Nolle Prossed. 

2-4 yrs. 

| 4-12 mos. 

1 yr. 

8 mos-2 yrs & $100 Lex 
rec. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

Ignored. 

| Dism. 

2-6 yrs. 

16 mos-4 yrs. 

| 20 mos—5 yrs. 

Nolle Prossed. 

48 mos-15 mos. 

20 mos-5 yrs & $250. 

Pending. 

8 mos-24 mos. 

Dism. 





Withdrawn. 

1-3 yrs. 

8-24 mos. 

Pending. 

Withdrawn. 

1 yr. 

Ignored. 

20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 

| l yr. 

1-3 yr. 

2-10 yrs & $100. 

| Not Guilty. 
20-60 mos. 
20 mos-5 yrs. 

| 6 mos-3 yrs. 

| 1-3 yrs. 

| 20-60 mos. 
1-5 yrs. 

| 20 mos-5 yrs & $10. 
1 yr ESS Prob. 
2-10 yrs & $100. 
1-3 yrs. 

| 360 days. 





-| 1-3 yrs. 


20 mos-5 yrs. 

| 6 mos. 
Dism. 

| 1-3 yrs. 
Acquitted. 
6-18 mos. 
Com. 

| 120 days & $250 or 60 

} days. 
1-4 yrs & $100 
1 yr ESS Prob. 
Acquitted. 
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Case No. | Date of 
a ae | Defendant Charge | Disposition 

M. P.D. ment | 

yee? ... 3) Bont | Murphy, Carl... .J2..22.21-- OEM. . hos 5 kL 20 mos-5 yrs. 

1347__- 1952. __- Murphy, Betelle. ..i£.\ 15.1...) BEIM. Vics dg o's ies 1-3 yrs at expiration of 
| following. 

8/27/51 --_| ead OE espe Sade bb ot annie nacccccousodiie 1 yr ESS Prob & $100. 
} 12/19/52__|_..-. ee od coe edthuadet st 8 OS SR SE Pe 5-15 mos. 

1308 T_...| 1952_._..| Myrick. Josephine Naomi__._- DR TOs act se5 2 9-27 mos. 

1482_- | 1953_.__.| Neal, Clifton Thomas-_____--- B@IM. .o5.3..-. _..-| 3-9 yrs. 

1436_- | 1952_ ee I a eS + cc cco cunntede Ignored. 

2019_..-.-| 1955_..--| Neal, Virginia_............---- Pati oo. ue Warned—(not counted). 

1241 | 1952,____| Nedab, Eugene ee eee? eee _.| 20 mos-5 yrs & $250. 

1974__.__.| 1954 | Nelson, PBS: OS Ea H & JM____------------| 16 mos-4 yrs & $100. 

2/13/50__- oe a | SOOM LOE a ona nna new sed 16 mos-4 yrs. 
1561_.....| 1953___._| Nelson, Joseph H____--_---_-- 3 WOM uk 25 ..| 3-9 yrs. 

1901. . cise RS. Se Nickens, Leonard Cleveland..| H & JM-.....-.---.--.- | Dism. 

PN ih EE TOD ccs ccttiicwocwws edb eceubhesd Nonsupport_-__-----.---- | Ignored. 

1643- MOR! cc} Mae, Tevethac202032.. 241.3 Pharm ..652 ise. ibeid | Ft $25. 

1779-- -| 1964. .:..) ‘(Nizon, Mamie... ....2..-..13.2 H & JM (changed to | 90 days. 

| Uniform). 

1835-T ...| 1954_- _| Norman, Thomas Albert......| H & JM-....------------ Dismissed. 

1007 ‘T ...] FORA. 2c if Bee, ens Sci -t | OEM. 20282520585 20 mos-5 yrs & $25. 

2152 | 1955.....| O’Bierne, Herbert...-.-------- Poss. Impl. of Crime_--_| Committed. to Lex. 

1909 'T...| 1954.-.--| Ock, Lew--..---.-.--.-----. -| H & JM....-- -.-| 20 mos—5 yrs & $25. 

1562 T_.-.} 1953_....| Oliver, Harry Bernard -. ---- a) Oe Me Es sted -| 32 mos—8 yrs. 

1773 | 1954_____| Oliver, Milton. .........-.....| H & JM-_...-......----.| Acquitted: 

1901 T___| 1954__._.| On, Elizabeth Jayne... eee. ee ...--| Dismissed. 

1001 T...| 1964:-.:.}1@n, Gee Wen. ....-..2---+.--1 Esa bakinancone -| 1-5 yrs & $100. 

1570 -| 1953. | O'Neal, Melvina___._-__- eee oo Uniform _ __--| 360 days. 

£650 03_. 1 1008_< .-2i"O Rooney, Pat.....5.1.2.24-: aaa: Acquitted. 

1423 T...| 1952_----| ny Theodore Roosevelt --- --| Conspiracy : mnie sgn y2 mos—3 yrs on each of 

1421 T_- -| 1952 [Ac Mascsacsesannseesewbaeaben SS Oe 8 3 cts consecutively. 

im...-.. | 1954..... | Otis, ‘Clinton anne te tixbcdl PP OO cencassncccas ‘El | 20 mos-5 yrs $250. 

1831 T | 1954 4 Ottey, COUR sa stswdtn nvlndans Pee oe Hels die ge ES Ignored 

BAD 2 PS. IBD os cotcntacontige ti aacd Bo See es Cae: | 8-24 mos. 

7, | 1954____- | Overton, Jessie May-.--------- | PE necronitscities a Nolle Prossed. 

1858_____- | 1954 | Overton, Thomas Hunter- ---. TR SSS. 18-54 mos. 

1405......| 1052.....| Owens, Freddie-........-..-.--. BD Ob 2 castles ae | 20 mos-5 yrs & $500. 

| 10/24/49__|_..-- Goce: Ths seo Sass 5) - EE BE oc an ccnsceg cll 8 mos-2 yrs. 
1885 T___| 1954 --+| Owens, James......-...------- BB iiss tcnpseg | 20 mos-5 yrs. 
AR eee ee ee ee eee 1 Me EGC a Ly | 5-15 mos. 

1365... ...|. 1952... .. | Ow ens, Lloyd William__.____- DM eecactsas cones .| 20 mos-5 yrs & $1500. 

1862 T'...] 1054. ...:} wens, Williie.is. 2.6... 5... 8 ear | 20 mos-5 yrs & $1.00. 

1816 T_..| 1954.....| Padgett, Richard J_........--- OI ME in incoiniycg'ss diem mel 15 mos-4 yrs Prob. 

1163 T_._| 1952.....| Palmer, Austin Lee.----.----- Be TO Fo ak 9-27 mos. 

Se | 1953._...| Palmer, Herbert _.-._------.--- ITM 2k Pending. 

Bet i csoun 1064. .... | Palmer, James Clarence......-| H & JM.-..-.------------ 18 mos-5 yrs. 

1370 1952_....| Palmer, Mary Lee-----....---- H&JM...- ----.--| 1-5 yrs. 

1001 _. 1951. --- ee BSS. cath tides ssnsBaode Vet aaa Reasiscacecaswty | 5-15 mos. 

ee | 1955_. | Palmer, Samuel-.-.-....------- 2 are | 2-9 yrs. 

SITMBCIS 5 WO cts sk cnvcwawsiohoe-kiet BE Oia 5s shen geseu va | Dism. 

1214 -| 3/80/52_..|...-- DO cnadsscceeuasebictubbad | PEO ccacebeshogp ea | 10-30 mos & $100. 

 OPIROR 0S: L. Okie csc tccacuddueus Md 3B. 55555932 4 | Dismissed. 

1781 ..| 1054...-.) “Pang, WOME Si Oni Sag db Sktab POMC SEB Sccepeccana -----| 2-6 yrs. 

1625. Ro) SS He eee ee: bat Re EM coc teibalitn | 2-6 yrs. 

Ma inn aay | 1952... -.| Pannell, Samuel augyye Goa eat EMG OME 5 x cccansannpe- -| 9-27 mos. 

1988......| 1954.....| Parker, Charles.....-........- BP Es MscccagantUkiogh ted Committed. 

| 4/22/52__-| - ou su en CKuapanddp ean dees PG Batecce dt lee ..| Dism. 
| SN ari. OO coc dktse cassis lhe is BO Desegs pili) inskges | 15-45 mos. 

1364 oo}, 1068..232 Parker, Edith Inez..--. bio) We OME sb a. fad | 40 mos-10 yrs (this is 
| § mos-2 yrs on each of 
| | 4 cts consec). 

2051 T_...| 1955.....) Parker, Jack A..........2...-- 1 Tenens : ...| Pending. 

2046 T....| 1955.....| Parker, James Franklin------- H&JM, Mari...------- Pending. 

08 OS EO cwccucocnn idles eta bich Hsb & Lar.......-.----- | 1-3 yrs cone with 2 other 
| | ind. 

1904......| 1008.....] Parker, BOeee8 22 ...02 52522... H & JM.---.---.-..-------| Not Guilty. 

1483......] 1068..2i2 | Perks, Mareld.8.2..5.5 0.434 EA Des Ben ast exe 1-3 yrs. 

| C00 Se nn ct wcsnaccrdatb Bosh } BB S35 ill as Not Guilty. 
Be Re aR TS TE ae)” | Ti 22 DCC 2712, 2722....| 1 yr. 

1521 #2.__| 1953_...-| Parks, John Willie__-_....__-- \ Be Fah bd Fi ise. Bt Nolle Prossed. 

| FRR TE eS. OO Ars occ cccssaedds tect Forg Nare Rx_---------- 1-3 yrs. 
| 7/31/50__.|----. De vaccgasnseodob ae ..---| TI 18 USC 1708. ...--.-- Dismissed. 

1285 | 1952....- Parsons, Pie 7 Onis sida ekh 8 FEO OD sc og cc ssccen tl? Dismissed. 

1274 T___| 1952. Oe: 7. IGG od pabeaeeanansc¥dSebes | Bes TOM. oak 2820121 ROS 16 mos—4 yrs, Lex rec. 

1304 T.__| 1952_...- Pecnons, Willie....-..-...- VL. Eibencaactanssanceanswiin | 1-3 yrs. 

1984 | 1954...._| Pass, lots nag ed PE, MB. nnnnc-<orase-o-ues | omitted. 

2025 1955___.- | Patterson, Primous.- -------- | He PRR 22ese _| 20 mos-5 yrs. 

1938_.....| 1954- - J JOR es cnc scascdti oN ChE | Poss. Impl. of Crime....| Pending. 

| 8/21/50_- ba MR. cunseseanadtstieoebak ‘FOR. cols ..| 20 mos-5 yrs. 
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Date of | 
ete | | Defendant Charge Disposition 
ment | 
1054... .- Patrick, Wm. Wilson_ - | Dest. Priv. Prop-- | Released. 
1954... Payne, Ewell J. eee 1-4 yrs ESS Prob. 
1964. .... ERO SEE Sooo one cee Mari.._.................] Dismissed. 
1955. .--- Payne, Robert L......--.----- eee Se | 1-5 yrs & $100. 
ens oe poe do_. JIM. .| Pending. 
1964... .- Payton, Rose Lee_.....-..---- evn: --..... .| Dismissed. 
1953_...- SS EL H &JM..-.. | 40 mos-10 yrs. 
es... Pearson, Gobe B-_-.-..-.---- |H & JM................| 9 yrs & $50. 
agai aS ee do. one «)  & IM. ...............| Dee. 
1954.__._| Peden, Lawrence W H. 12-36 yrs. 
1953. ___. a ...----| Pet Larceny Nolle Prossed. 
"(See complete record.) 
1954. _ Pendleton, Donald_- H&JM_. 20 mos-5 yrs. 
| 1/28/52 oe | G Lar... 6 mos. 
1955 _- Pennington, William... PL 76 Pending. 
1953 _- Peoples, Sidney —. Assit on Pol. Off_- Nolle Prossed. 
1954 Perkins, Tommie Mark__.....| H- | 3-9 yrs & $100. 
1955_ Perry, Cure... | PL 76 Pending. 
1952_ Perry, James Jefferson, Jr. ____| Mari ; | Dismissed. 
1953 _ Peterbark, Martin, Jr- Uniform Not Guilty 
ee cee a a enn ak nd | H&JM Not Guilty. 
1953. Péitis, Jack Orlando. -....-_.- |H&IM | 1-3 yrs. 
a: aes oes ee sy 3-9 yrs. 
1954. Pfeifer, Fred William__._____- | Pharm Ft $10. 
1952... | Phillips, Edward Van Lear. sal |H&JM 4 mos-2 yrs. 
1952__._.| Phillips, Margarite Lucille-...|; H & JM Ignored. 
1953._...| Pilcher, Elijah RS oe: cane H&JM ° 1-3 yrs. 
| 1955.....| Pink, Ronald Jarl............- |H&IM._.. 20 mos—5 yrs & $500. 
te te 2 SS mpl. Crime | lyr. 
| Pleasure, Bernice --------.---- |\H&JIM__.... Not Guilty. 
1955. - Pogue, Nancy-.-------- -- H& IM Ignored. 
| 1955_- Pogue, Peter C-__.._---- -| H&IM 28 mos-8 yrs. 
1954_- re trae x seinin' es -g-uane ase GRRE H&JM Not Guilty. 
11/14/49. _|____- ee ae arnate --| H& IM | 1-3 yrs & $10 ESS Prob. 
1963... .-. Poo, ar non ate eSe i H&M .... | 2-6 yrs. 
1955_ -.- - Porter, George M.--..---.------ PES oo neacagtenata | Pending. 
Rend Porter, Wilhemina-_--.--.......| Conspiracy ---- wi 
tat eel . eld enadica waa saentecnbsatens | H&JM_... | Dismissed. 
th baciiwannaccessa<s .---| Gambling-. | 6-8 mos ESS Prob. 
Sica Powell, ‘Christopher E_.-.....| H& JM_..- | 20 mos-5 yrs. 
1953...._| Powell, Daniel_-. seen at ee $150 or 90 days. 
a | Powell, Frede rick _- -| H&IM | 20 mos -5yrs. 
1954____- Powell, SN EE ow cncenesnnd + Dismissed. 
1062. .... Powell, Raleigh Romeo-._-.-.-| H & JM 16 mos-4 yrs, Lex rec. 
1955. - I Oe GENE ane on on neni - EE annem Pending. 
1954___..| Pressman, Tnndore DEE 0 SP oie gna ne $500 & 1 yr, SS. 
1955_-.--| Price, EG ce na a es fl}. Pending. 
Ct ee tah << no aeeeaeeenhd ob.. 5-15 mos. 
| 1952__..-| Price, Mary shape ie H&IJIM.- Dismissed. 
§ PS ocd a hee can ontaen doing ante ote Forg & Utt -| 1-3 yrs. 
| 1953_- Pridgen, Meta Lee_. PIE. ..| $50 or 30 days. 
a te H& JM | Acquitted. 
| 1955... Siocon, ‘Dorothy Christine...| PL 76......--.---- Pending. 
1953 _ - Se eo Uniform - _- Pending. 
| 1954. .... Proctor, I <a ms H&JM-... 20 mos-5 yrs & $500 
(Fine Susp). 
| Pe Ai oe a es ee es 1 yr. 
7/31/50---| Se tn i nodee ss dndnenmaeed Ti18 USC 1708__.- Dismissed. 
| 1952.....| Prue, Maybelle Osteena_____ -- EE ae toncibnaae 1-3 yrs. 
1954. __| Prunty, Jessie M < UGE co aeke Withdrawn. 
1952. | Quander, James.-.----.-.------- H &JM.... 15-45 mos & $100. 
| 1952_....| Quong, Dear Check----------- H&JM_... 3-10 yrs. 
| 1066_.... | Riley, James E----.-----.- H&IJIM Pending. 
OM ee lew aaa a ga, ae 1-3 yrs & $100. 
1955. ...- | Ringgold, William. __......__- ce alin an 20 mos-5 yrs. 
| 1954.._..| Roberts, Evalina._..__._- Mart = Nolle Prossed. 
11/14/49__|_...- CRG. \dids dis nonkenaamaeeed eR ee. 16 mos-4 yrs conc with, 
hs imesh =~ conn occas abenean one BE dn ennde tones ..--| 16 mos-4 yrs. 
1953. ....| Robinson, Frank Louis... ---- Bae OE. + apccnnnc¥s .-| 3-10 yrs. 
8/22/49___|....- he Ss Seesane=n- aine ae BE Es oo nagecgh atts | 1-3 yrs. 
i ocote Robinson, Harry Thomas_...-| Forgery.-.----.-.-.--.--- 7-21 mos. 
1953_....| Robinson, Lewis D_..----+--- H&JM- 20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 
| 1962_.... | Robinson, Robert Edw- ------ |'H & IM ‘(changed to | 4 mos. 
Uniform). 
| 1963____- | Rogers, Charles-.--...-------- be co enech-tveege | 8 mos-2 yrs & $50. 
1065. .... | Roseberry, Myra L-..------ H &JM...- 1-3 yrs & $100. 
1964. .... | Rosenberg, William ..-------.-- ae Ft $25. 
1954. ___. cS eee eee Forg Narc Rx........... Ignored 
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Cp No. eo of 
are. | arrest or 
Squad indict- Defendant Charge Disposition 
M.P.D.| ment 
NS cd 1954__..- Rens, Bermend ci - qictp-senis- H & JM, Mari_-....-..- 1-5 yrs & $10, 
3668. ..... WRB acco] tnas iD. da Lapsthunnsccanamnmbdea UME. . << do terntiens 1 yr. 
ee 1955... .- Rubin, Isadore Sylvan---.---- Pure a & Drug Act__| Nolle Prossed. |” 
Meccas 1952_....| Rucker, James Acquilla.-..---- EO I ihece .3-denhedt ~<a 20 mos-5 yrs & $100, 
MOF... .62 a 1954___.. Rucker, Louise.........-------| H & IM pprehatéveaen hel 20 mos-5 yrs & $1,000. 
re TOR oectdtcte Tl cstesadnaenssbibieebltte EAE POR want anetioens Not Guilty. 
1555_..-.- 1953_- - Rudolph, Sarah Rose. ---.---- Pik n sc accpdbdonsingl Ft $15. 
1496____- 1953 _- Russell, Benjamin Seb <a<bh< BEE Sas onkiadveth<nes 24 mos-6 yrs. 
8/25/52_. QE cidudns os 06 Bebb BE EE Ce ccnanccacenigd Dismissed. 
1595 T_...| 1953...__| Santora, Tommy.___--------_- Sth emai pgrcitsay 20 mos-5 yrs. 
1740 _---- 1954_-_- Sapperstein, FOVINE oh 404i Eh otacsdceradeeel Ft $25. *, 
1275 T._._| °1952__._..]| Saunders, Marie. -..........-.. Oe by canceled erepenaie 7 mos-2 yrs & $50, Lex. 
1739__-- 1954_...-| Schenick, Joseph-.-.-----..---- RIED} ch ernst —agenen Ft $50. 
Wess. 1953 _- een; MFUEE su 5... cpadssen ere 180 days. 
Oe i. 7/8/52 see --.-..-.-| H & JM Hsb & Lar.-.-.-| lyr, Lex ree. 
1... 1953__- “Scott, Barbata Jeanne...._.-..| H & JM._..-.......--.- 1-3 yrs. 
1703---.--- 1953_...- Scott, Frederick A - eps) BUA Oad-atoracc’*-ont 16 mos-4 yrs, 
, | ae 1955_-_- pore Preaek G- . -. 20-565 ES Fas os. tse e-g Pending. 
eae Peiiechne ea ht aot S, H & JM.-..-.....--.--.--| Ignored. 
Raimonai, Spek Ae Se Fe Oe DOC conerntioodgenee 20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 
a, na carer WE aa nnncnsadcagd Nolle Prossed. 
( accalin gen ahs Spee ates tee oS eEEN ag Eine Forg Nare Rx_.---------| 6-18 mos ESS Prob. 
Ramsey, NO, aoe onsen Ph eguncenenacasoge 1-3 yrs, Prob. 
Randolph, Andrew R-...----.-- DRM sha cems aes santbo ns 20 mos-5 yrs 





Randoloh’ Clinton_-- 














a ee 16 mos-4-yrs. 
5/2/49____|_--- “do. whokescecanReamenpa 1-3 yrs. 
W003 .n 1953... Ranson, Davits. .....:-.-.--- 18 mos-5 yrs 
MT 5c 19GB. 13) -255- PO... cascecehaseeionkohes Ignored. 
1670 T__..| 1953_---. Rawls, Vivian Marion- --..-.-- 16 mos-4 yrs. 
2088 T...| 1955_.--- Reed, Clifford..........------- 40 mos-5 yrs & $2. 
Seeiscand 1963_...- Reed, Gisays Be. .< sccc cee nie 8-24 mos. 
1706 15.405 1954_.... Reeder, Clifton. -....----..-..- Not Guilty. 
7 ca 1953_.... Reeves, Eleanor-.-...--....-.-- 15-45 mos & 1 yr & $100. 
1918 T 1954_._.. Reynolds, ( CR os cee Pending. 
Wee)... ee. -)=s-08 ges cak Cos otros es H& JM, ME  isican cad 5-10 yrs. 
ee WOR Saced RE ee ate. ealht MOE H& IM, Obst. Justice._| Dismissed. 
1052_.... Reynolds, Helen Audrey-.---- PEM MEG? 3400seson eee Dismissed. 
eats 1952_.._.| Rhone, Grace Elizabeth_......| H & IM Sr er ee: 16 mos—4 yrs. 
1979_____- 1964_.... Rhone, James Charles_._------ ab — Poss. Impl. of | Nolle Prossed. 
‘rime. 
ee 1953. .... Riccobono, Xavier J. (Dr.)_...| Fraud Nare Rx...-.--.- (Disposed of by Mr. 
Rover) (0. k.). 
1653--.--- SOGE. odin ee ee se hase Fraud Nare Rx....--...- 16 mos-4 yrs. 
ee 1952_- Rice, Darryl Ernest___-_------- Nr a rel 1-5 yrs. 
ae 1954__- Rich, Floyd, Jr. (Age 15)__-_-- Dest. Priv. Prop-...--.-. Released. 
9042 ..... 1955-...-. Richards, iood.......... 5. b CRA eth Ee 4 mos-5 yrs & $500. 
Wh anis 1953_- Rae Eco Sane a asa e ee aie WHE Ss cn soungeti~s 180 days. 
5/16/49___|----- Roo seo ibe ienere SO TEE owe ncn once lyr. 
oe 1955_-- Richardson, Christine___...--- Te OB POEs 3n- oo ens <-nact See. 
2008 9 ....... Mata eo en culeeunaad Oe ROT ., .o5aceeds tend Pending. 
1934 T____| 1954__- -do- ~ Suregetn a Caled MEE i cBeciath~ apne Pending. 
eee s. 1952_.._° ‘Ridgely, Rita Florence__._--_- PES oct cc ccosad 6 mos-2 yrs, Lex rec. 
1... -- 1068....-.| isey, Wille. ._- --- 440. : No papers. 
1559_....- 1953. __.. Scott, Frederick R 2-6 yrs. 
12/17/51-.|....- TO ick inilaateaeceanlinis Ignored, 
11/20/50. .|....- sa eave 8 mos. 
SOO so Nance Osc. occa Ignored. 
06 T .....): Seon Scott, oe Bernard... 2-6 yrs. 
EEE. decent 22s ncncacancueie lad 1-3 yrs, Lex ree. 
...o 1955__...| Scott, Jobin le ob tc eteeencieed 20 mos-5 yrs & $500. 
Fa i tlanep Mento cee enc eu sedieg amie 30-90 days. 
2089 T’..../ 1955_.... Scott. i ESE ARLE M Pending. 
Cn. sae 1952_....| Seabold, George Thos_........ ja ia eo 20 mos-5 yrs. 
RE can 1053..... Selby, Delores Lillian_........ RRs a5 . ccanchieiedinasal $100 or 90 days. 
Os a 1954_.... ye eee GC eg kk. Fee 20 mos-5 yrs. 
1260._.... alts SE, SO: PORUINNE oo as al BE etka nanusussssactaceed Dismissed. 
1880 T....| 1954... Seung, Wong Ark._........... ae OF Gm cAsae<henka 1-3 yrs & $100. 
17M....cé | 1964.-... Sewell, Howard F_...........- = cuixiiecommie-auctel Ft $25. 
RE: 1054_.... een, sete Poo Tee I a ihe wee neck enedinad 20 mos-5 yrs & $1. 
TORR. cece a tales —— Theo. Augustus. _..._- el ie edaca tic oce ceed 16 mos-4 yrs. 
SI ae) ong ON inks Satiaapotneial Forg Nare Rx........... 16 mos-4 yrs. 
ne 1952__.-- Shaw, ay ke, MEE GEES oie ccutuuleucec 20-60 mos. 
, 1965_.... Shephard, Arthur Ot x. o 00: Te OE So w'sinepiahinenb Mp ci Juv Squad. 
1483_....- 1953. ...- Sheppard, James Carl_-.....__- Be Oe Oe wap eene cannes 1-3 yrs. 
1204_____- nos ele aun s MW ores sc cat ee ts ctentene Be 0 OM  ctiisinnn caren Dismissed. 
1810 T....| 1954__... Shipley, Samuel Armstead....| H & JM_.-..-..-..-.-.-- 20 mos-6 yrs. 
eat Eira Shores, James Winston.......- We Oe OM cine ccecnauee 1-3 yrs, Lex rec. 














4-15 yrs & $100. 
1-3 yrs consec with. 





Case No. | Date of 
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arrest or | 
indict- | 
ment 


Defendant | 


1955.....| Shorter, Hattie E 
| Shorter, Margaret 
| Siler, Jesse 

Silver, Marion 
Silver, Robert 


ot Simmons, Gladys 

| Simmons, Nathaniel 
Simmons, Robert Mason--.. --) 
Simms, Austin 


Simms, Irving Vernon. - 
| Simms, James O 


Simpkins, Mack c 
Sing, Chan @ Tom Chin 
Sing, Lee Won 





do- ; 

Smith, Clifford OE 

Smith, Crissina 8 
| Smith, Is. «nee ake 
| Smith, Edward Eugene 
Smith, Ella Gertrude nee 

Taylor 
Smith, Elmer Samuel 
Smith, Erma Lola-.....-.--.- 


| Smith, John Henry----...---- 
|____-do. 





atte, Lamar Edgar-_.-_--..-- 
Smith, Lawrence 
8/8/49.___|_...-do ; 

| 1953 scot 9 pam. Lonnie Albert 

| LU ta 


1953. ...- 





Disposition 


..| Committed. 
| 1-4 yrs. 


20 mos-5 yrs. 
Warned by CC. 
1-3 yrs. 


_..| 16 mos-4 yr¢ & $50 ESS 


Fine, Lex rec. 
40-120 mos. 
48 mos-6 yrs. 
20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 
Committed. 
60 days. 
32 mos-8 yrs. 
Pending. 
1-3 yrs ESS Prob $100. 
Dismissed. 
Pending. 
18-4 mos. 
40 mos-10 yrs. 
Pending. 
6-18 mos. 
90 days. 
Committed. 
1-3 yrs, Lex rec. 


| 2-7 yrs. 
| 8 mos-2 yrs & $10, ESS 
b 


Prob. 
Pending. 


| 2 yrs ESS Prob 3 yrs. 


Committed. 
16 mos-—4 yrs. 
Pending. 

1-5 yrs & $100. 


| Committed. 


6 mos-2 yrs & $100. 
Nolle Prossed. 
20 mos-5 yrs. 


| 3-9 yrs & $300. 
PC 
| 1-3 yrs. 


20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 
Dismissed. 

4 mos-2 yrs. 

Ignored. 

20 mos-5 yrs cone with, 


| 8 yrs-mos-28 yrs. 


2-6 yrs & $100. 


_.| 16 mos—4 yrs & $100. 


Dismissed. 


___| 16 mos—4 yrs. 


__| 20-60 mos, 


Impl. of Crime_.__---- 
Oe Oe Piano a ocncoae 
Mari_- s 
| 6 52...-| 
- mit eC K 
---| Snowden, Commodore. ----_---! 
_.| Southall, Dorothea__----_..-_-| 
...-| Spleecs, ‘Nichols. 
1953____- | Spivey, Curtis 
1952__ aah aa ~t32 Jean N . 
1952_. 
1952... 


Steinberg, Samuel Sidney 
_...| Stevenson, Robert Louis 
| § Stewart, Josephine 


| 1953 
| 1953. 


non 4-8 nvvnnnnnn-nn ae Assit ‘e/intent to com- | 


-| Pending. 


Pending. 
Dismissed. 
8 mos-2 yrs. 


..| Ignored. 
--| 6-18 mos. 
| Ignored. 


Dismissed. 
2-6 yrs. 


| 2-6 yrs. 
| 1-3 yrs. 


15 mos—4 yrs. 


| 2-6 yrs & $200. 
| 1-3 yrs. 


1-3 yrs. 
20-60 mos Ct 1. 


| 10-30 mos Ct 4. 


20-60 mos Cts 6, 8, 10 all 
these run concurrently. 

6 mos. 

6 mos-2 yrs. 


“1 1-3 yrs. 


6 mos. 


| Nolle Prossed. 


160 days. 





Case No. | 


Nare. 
Squad 


M. P. D. 


2018 
1167 " 
1825_ 
1712 
1843 
1557 


Bee cuceel 


177 
1613_- 
1541 


1720 
1644 


1458 


Mare 


1477. 


1968 
1945__ 


1545 #4__- 
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Date of | 
| arrest or 


indict- 
ment 


| 1955 
| 1952. _- 
--| 1954_- 

| 12/12/49-.| 


Defendant 


Stewart, Marshall I 
Stewart, Rudolph 
ee Russell H 


o 

| Stewart, Virginia J. @ Delia. 

..| Stith, Olivia Annie_..._______- 
| Strauss, 


Leon 
Strickland, Leonard_..-__---_-- 
Strickland, Ray_- 


| Strother, William ‘Henry_- 
| Sturdivant, Johnsie Mae 


“Suro, Alphonso 


--| Suter, Alvin D 


1953_____ 
..| 1954. ___- 
_.| 1954- 

1604 T____| 


1953 


1954. 
| 1953. _ 
| 1952 
| 1952. _ 


| 1952 
| 1952... __| 
| 1954_____| 
1953___ 
| 1955. __- 
--| 1952. ___ |. 
| 1953___ 


1952_- 


11/10/62. 


1952 __ 
3/10/52_- 


3/21/49. 
1952. - 
1955... 


__| 1955 


1955_ -_- 
1955 
1955 


Suter, Doris D 


| Sutton, Edward G 


Sutton, Melvin 


0. 
| Swann, Charles___________.-_- | 


Sw eeney, : oe 


do 
Tate, Mary a ae | 


Tavener, Tommy W 
er ‘Andrew ‘MeNeil 


Taylor, Dorothy 
ra Florence K 
0 


Terrell, Ralph_- 


| Terry, ‘Delores _. 


--d0.. 


1 
“Thomas, George Oliver. 


-| Thomaselli, Peter. 


Thompkins, Gerald 
Thompson, Eleanor 
Thompson, Mae Augusta 


Thompson, Mae Louise_----.- | 


Toliver, Everetta Evelyn 


Tom, Lee Lim 
Toney, George Edward 


| Rorctbo, John Jack 


7 Townsend, Edward, Jr- 


| Troy, Leroy. - -- 
| Tusker, Dolores Cora 


Turner, Evelyn 


__| Turner, Henry Booker 


_| Turner, James Sylvester. 


__| Turner, Napolean 


"| 3/17/52_ | 
5/23/52... - - 


| 10/15/5 


10/15/52. -| 


| Turner, Randolph @ Catfish. 
i 





[For explanation of symbols and abbreviations see p. 1276] 





Charge 


Forg Narc Rx_-...----.- wt 
| Uniform 


} 


| 
Disposition 


Ft $10. 

16 mos-4 yrs & $500. 
20 mos-5 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 

Nolle Prossed. 


Dismissed by US Comm, 

20 mos—6 yrs. 

180 days. 

16-48 mos. 

1-3 yrs. 

5-15 yrs & $100, 

3-10 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 

Ft $15. 

1-3 yrs. 

2-8 yrs. 

15-45 mos, 

Released. 

Nolle Prossed. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

Committed. 

1-3 yrs. 

$100 or 60 days. 

8 mos-2 yrs & $50 (ESS 
Fine). concurrent with 

8 mos-2 yrs, Lex rec. 

Dismissed. 

1 yr-Prob. 

| 270 days. 

Pending. 

| 20 mos-5 yrs. 

Dismissed. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

Dismissed. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

Dismissed. 

16 mos-4 yrs. 

16 mos-4 yrs. 

5 yrs & $500. 

Dismissed. 

180 days. 

| Dismissed. 

16 mos-4 yrs & $100. 

| Pending. 

20 mos-5 yrs & $100. 

Withdrawn. 

20 mos-5 yrs & 
Lex rec. 

1-3 yrs. 

16 mos-4 yrs. 

Dismissed. 

Pending. 

Dismissed. 

| Pending. 

Pending. 

| Dismissed. 
Nolle Prossed. 

| 16-48 mos. 

1-3 yrs & $50, Lex rec, 
conc/w. 

1-3 yrs. 

| 10-30 yrs & $50. 

| 20 mos-5 yrs. 

8 mos-2 yrs. 


$100 





__| 7 mos preg—dismissed. 


1-3 yrs. 


__..| 20 mos-5 yrs & $1. 


| 20-60 mos & $100. 

Committed. 

Dismissed. 

Dismissed. 

| Dismissed. 

20 mos-5 yrs & $2000 
consec on 4 cts; 8 mos- 
2 yrs & $200 consec with 
above. 

Dismissed. 








Case No. | 
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Date of 
Nare. | arrest or eet 
Squad indict- Defendant 
M. P. D. ment 
1793.....-| 1954.....| Valentic, Joseph -- - ---- 
UPR nnon» 1053... .- an Jack D__-. 
Ris) occa Saat ee 
1296 T 1952... - lV aon Russell _ _- 
1569 1953___ _- Verner, Gloria C : 
1311 T 1952- Vest, Charles Archer 
eae 1952_ ssi: 
1465_....- } 1953_ Vick, Gertie Fern. 
1400- 1952_ Waites, Elizabeth 
11/28/49 do____. 
1585 T 1953__- Waites, William 
6/27/49 é SES 
Recetas 1953_____| Walker, Dover- 
1540 1953 _- Walker, James Russell - 
1508. ..... 1953_ do. 
WI Gane 1953 Walker, Lorraine ___- 
cr — | 1955__ Walker, Vivian__- 
1584 T 1953__...| Wallace, Sylvester S__.___.__- 
= een Eee ' “See 
8/7/50 I i a oe 
1469___..-. 1068... .. Walton, Thomas H_-._______-- 
78 5 1952 | Wands, George Louis__...___-- 
1980__...- 1954_____| eee WO et 
ee ee RE en 
a | 1952 Ww an Wilbur Ulysses. 
| 7/5/49 Ota ee me oe) 
4/25/49___|__.- I lege ee ee a 
kes 1952.....| Warren, Eula Lee_____...____- 
1656___._-| 5008). Warren, Francis William_____- 
Reese. 1952 . re st ee Ee _ 
1686_..._- | 1953 Warren, Wilbur @ Donald A 
2136 T 1955_- Washington, Dorothy M_. 
Wee<e 3008. ui: eee ee ee Pee 
SE sacnet 1952____- | Washington, Edith __.___.__- 
FIRE cane 1054___.. Washington, Edward G______- 
a eee ee Re Sts ciditcte Wikio SS a 
1486 1953 Ww ashington, James T = 
1361 1952 Washington, Samuel Wm 
1245 T 1952_- Washington, Vincent Alvin_- 
1192 T_._| 1952- | Water, Albert Nathaniel 
1172 1952_- do as 
1169 T wee... 3c 2 5 
1716 1953 _- Waters, Berlen. 
1564. ..... 1953 _. Water, Elizabeth K. @ Sim- 
mons. 
1113 | 1951_- Sf 
1709 1953_- Waters, Reginald C.. 
1709 -| 1953_..-- Waters, Roland Charles_- 
2128 T...| 1955 Watkins, James. 
| 3/25/51 _- o's Oia pected 
2045 T_..| 1955.....| Watkins, Mary K. D_. 
1581 T.__| 1953_...__| Watson, Albert, Jr_- 
Wesu.2s 1953.._...| Watson, Raymond_-_--- 
) | 1954.___.| Watson, Sadie Lee- 
2 1954 ___- OO. it niet 
ied | 1955 Watts, Clarence 
| 10/6/52 do SuES ads 
a 1954 Webb, Selmon C.............- 
1500 T__..| 1953_._...| Weems, Thomas Chapman. - 
I occa 1952_____| Weiler, Emma C ae 
a 1954._...| West, Leonard__..........-- 
| 1952___..} ..do_. 3 
ae 1953__.._.| Wester, ‘Audrey “Odessa 
es ae ane. 22... ae xosed 
1631... 225 | 1953 | Wheeler, Naomi_____---____-. 
10/24/ 50_ \ MiB octets ae eee 
1967_....- 1954.____.| White, Benjamin E., Jr_-.-_-._- 
Nis 1952_- White, Ernest Newton__-__--- 
5/8/60. ....}-..- OS fcc dc ailing tn eo 
308... 2.2 1954 White, Evelyn F.. 
anc... 1954 White, Herbert._______._____ 
Wiis 1965.....| White, James C............... 
6/30/50 ..-.do 


Charge 


Obt. Barb. w/out Rx 
H 


Forg Nare Rx 
H&JM 

PIE 

H&JIM 
H&JM 

Forg Nare Rx 


| H&IM 
..| @ Lar. 
|H&JIM 


ADW. 
H&JIM 
H&JIM 
H&JIM 

PIE 

H & JM. 
H&JIM 
CDE 

Forg Nare Rx 


H&JM. 
Mari 
H&IJIM 


|H&JM 
/H& JM. 


Forg Nare Rx 
H&JIM 
H 


|H&JM- 


H & JM... 
H& JM... 
H&JM_. 
PL 76... 
H&JM. 
COME. a> = korn 
FP istgitibvnedeceses 
H & JM... 
& JM.. 
& JM-- 
& JIM 
H & JM 
«& 
& 


: JM.. 
: JM.. 


Uniform -- - - 

H & JM.. 

H & JIM 

Mari 

Mari__- 

Mari 

H & JIM 

H & JM 

H & JM (3 cts) 
Wesdacne 

PL 76-_- 

Rob. 

H&JM 
H&JIM 
Healing Arts Practice 
H&IJIM 


H&JIM 

H&IJIM 

PIE. 

H&JIM 

Forg Nare Rx & USC 
Ti 18, 1702, 08. 

H& JIM 


Forg Nare Rx & USC 
18, 1708. 


Disposition 


Dismissed. 

Pending. 

6 mos. 

1-4 yrs & $50, Lex rec 

Nolle Prossed 

6 mos-2 yrs & $50, Lex rec. 

16 mos-—4 yrs. 

Ignored. 

1-4 yrs 

1-5 mos 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

1-3 yrs, Lex rec 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 

1-3 yrs. 

Ignored 

Dismisse d 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

60 days. 

4 mos-1 hr & 8 mos-2 yrs 
cone by cts, ESS Prob 
2 yrs. 

16 mos-4 yrs. 

Acquitted. 

Not Guilty. 

Pending. 

Dismissed. 

Acquitted. 

Ignored. 

8 mos-2 yrs & $100 

2-8 yrs. 

Pending. 

2-6 yrs. 

Pending. 

Pending. 

Dismissed. 

1-4 yrs & $10. 

Nolle Prossed. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

20 mos-5 yrs & $100 

15-45 mos & $100. 

Dismissed. 

120 mos-30 yrs & $3,000 
consec w. 

20 mos-5 yrs. 

Pending 

Pending. 


Not Guilty. 

Dismissed. 

4-12 yrs & $100. 

Dismissed. 

Pending. 

Acquitted. 

1-3 yrs 

48 mos-15 yrs & $1,500 

Nolle Prossed. 

Committed. 

1-3 yrs. 

1-4 yrs & $100. 

8 mos-2 yTs. 

Unsound Mind 

18 mos-5 yrs & $50 SS 
Prob. 

6-18 mos 

20 mos-—5 yrs. 

$100 or 60 days. 

1-3 yrs. 

1-3 yrs ESS Prob. 


1-3 yrs & $10. 
1-4 yrs. 

3-9 yrs. 
Committed. 
Pending. 

2-4 yrs. 


1-5 yrs. ESS Prob. 
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| | 
Case No. | Date of ‘ 
Nare. | arrestor | | | 
Squad indict- Defendant Charge Disposition 
M.P.D.| ment 
| 
 —_—a 1954..... | White, Mabel H.......---.---. | Dismissed. 
10654.....5.|. Weise, O}OC0ET. ...4.....--- dae Dismissed. 
e:..-=- 1955 9 White, Raymond Vincent__.-- 
ee OE 2D an ip MiccncnwecdencushBbatediees 6 mos-1 yr 
| 11/20/50-.| ..... rae a a 1-3 yrs E88 Prob. 
Tae sn ad i | WW hitley, Marion D_......---- Pending. 
TO anid 1 TB66... envleshis Rt in ccc anencdeetind | 90 days. 
Se icxanete 1952__ -| Wilcox, James Lee.-.....------ Be PRE « cee weduanendied 20 mos-5 yrs & $50. 
SERS cin 1954 ami Wilkins, Edward E........... H & JM.....-:..--.....| 20 mos-5 yrs; 
| SOI OD ae) ons IO 2s a comnieanh mannan deed Re wciceuscenn cena | Not Guilty. 
wa: 1954. -| Wilkins, Joseph Ephrian sad FE OE... wens dacoud 40 mos-10 yrs. 
PeeRisccae 1955.....| W — A ee pS  :  ereeee 1-3 yrs. 
BY a RO “Re ee i eae CORR... c. enenrinie san Dismissed. 
1006... | 1953. ....) | Williams, Barrington... =. <..| FEO Tne si cometens eed 2-6 yrs. 
1960 T=) BOR actinides + cep eemnneraededediod inns cnnudunne ciel 16 mos-4 yrs, Lex. ree. 
1522 #4...) 1953.....) W illiams, Burch Lee.........- EN... <cectecndebuend | Nolle Prossed. 
2012 T_..| 1955.....| Williams, Ceola_-__...--- at Are Se - aed 8-30 mos & $100. 
| | See | 1954_ | Williams, Charles H..-.-.---- Week. 6. Nolle Prossed. 
Sukh ee ME nckskes te denes ckhe oes Be ihc nats ocean d Ignored. 
7/24/50... RRS ee ee Rob-.. Ignored. 
1468......| 1953. Williams, Clarence-.---------- LEER CER l yr. 
| 10/29/52 is 5 erie ke aatn decd Sh aka cccveaiowt 6 mos-2 yrs. 
| 11/24/52. - ee SE eee ee ee Bee BOM. $3 sanosxed=- Dismissed. 
1843... .. | 1953- | W illiams, Dorothy E_.-------- TE Se ois one teranid= eis 15-45 mos. 
1348..... 1952_-.- lw illiams, Elizabeth Etta.....| H & JM- sieved Transferred to Ohio. 
2116._....| 1955.....| Williams, George M-.- ------ H & JM & Impl. Crime.| Pending. 
1511......] 1963... Williams, James 8. ...-.------ B® IM si 4-4 hw 20 mos-5 yrs. 
1491 T__.| 1953_ re * eR ner ee ee EMMA. ~~ ~<0506 16 mos-4 yrs. 
| 12/18/50.|.....d0......-----.---s+-----=-- Hsb & Lar Acquitted. 
1907 ‘Ts: 1952. lw illiams, Jessie Smith------.- Ee OMe. op nd chet -ceo bh Oe 
ro 5 Rn RE Ne eee ee eee 22 DCC 2707. niet d~enan Dismissed. 
1315......| 1952- Ww siplenea, Louis Luke- a & JM, Mari..-.---.--. 1-4 yrs & $100 at exp of. 
2904; ;-..) TORR. MGeknike ia ‘ H& JM... 1-4 yrs, Lex rec. 
| FE 2h .28 Ge ats Randle as dha ben Rob & CDW.._.....-. 6 mos-Lex rec. 
Wcsan | 1953_ | Williams, Leroy..------ asi. H&JM- n=0s00cshlh 5a. 
Go ee eee ae Fs eee 2 G Lar & UUV.....---. 1-3 yrs. 
SEINE ene | 1954..-..| W illiams, Marvin J_.:-....--- EE Fess bs 4605005 20 mos-6 yrs. 
2131......| 1955...-.| Williams, Mary E.-.........- PL: a sctenacadgii> sategie Committed. 
| 3/6/50__...| Oi..< i BIW os saan ate ovasanse PC. 
2096. _...- | 1955..__.| Williams, Mary Frances. .___- H&JM...- Pending. 
1681 ....<0 | 1954.__._| W illiams, Mary M......------| Forg Nare Rx-.--------- 1 yr Prob. 
| 12/8/52..-|..--. i oeeaniahinnaeie ae ai | Reb.. .| 3-9 mos. 
| 8/29/49...) .. pM abe ‘rays ia on Member Police | Dismissed. 
| orce. 
 —— | 1954___- | Williams, Norman ise. 2. 1t 1) Ae oncnnsnasn sill 1-3 yrs. 
ie. 1963...... do Srainnd, EE ORE. ~4estads-se 40 mos-10 yrs & $200. 
1866_ - ---- | 1954. __. |W illiams, Robert Ta --5t ft REL cd sudeuni th one 20 mos-5 yrs & $1. 
| 6/16/52__- (Docket #961) - ..---------- Hsb & Lar--- Pending. 
| 6/16/52__- (Docket #958) -.---.------- ae Pending. 
| 6/16/52. _- (Docket #957) ...---------- rem & BAP: kinciecst - 20 Pending. 
| 5/22/50___| (Docket #750) - . ..--------- oO Sea aa 9-27 mos. 
} 5/15/50__-| (Docket #750) .....--.----- Ti26 USC 2803 P 40-90 days & $100: ESS 
Prob 2 yrs. 
| 1/17/49__.| (Docket #80). .-.---------- Tish & BAP s ocatc- css 1-3 yrs at exp of. 
1/3/49._..| (Deswet Ge). 6s tv-.~~--i.- EGS. & LAG. seasts--3eu 1-3 yrs. 
| 1/3/49__.-| (Docket 912). .....,-.----- oe 2 ee ae Dismissed. 
1857- --| 1954: __.- Williams, Roosevelt... -..---- Te, EOE nde d-shnas- ane 2-7 yrs & $50. 
5/ 29/50...|--- ak Saadeh Th Ub EE Ss” S ecpenineniniagiaeerr: 6-18 mos. 
a 1952.....| W illiams, Smallwood --_...---- EE oo nncueiataud 1-3 yrs. 
1656 #2___| 1953.__..| Williams, Warren F_........-- SPM. 5 oan nnsntl 2-8 yrs. 
Ta ic 1068.1... | Williams, William A---...---- ee Wien di sts apenletach Dismissed. 
ae | 1953_- < Williams, Willie. __........--- H& 6.2} saiaidinsid Se ~ aang ee 
| 11/5/51_..|-.-.- ) RE eres en > ae PR. nn nl} pense owil 6-18 mos. 
2/13/60...|-—- do [nae A UBEs pbdnn Bi dpadp bbe BPO nahse-nndeskntanbad Not Guilty. 
1008 TF .. | BO i es ards denn end DT i iniencin a arcctsintenate 28 mos-7 yrs. 
1442 T....| 1063..... | Willis, Carl Peter. ........---- 0) ae 16 mos-4 yrs. 
1475.....-. 1953___-- | Willis, Freddie--_......--..-.-- EE @ Tha pds cesar 208 | 20 mos-60 mos. 
100 ca 1063..... | Wilson, Claude Crenshaw, Jr- Ft $100. 
Taine 1954___.. | Wilson, Frederick G-.--...--- 12-36 mos & $100. 
1298_.....| 1952...-..} Wilson, Henry Clay----...---- 1-4 yrs. 
RED asl Pee wanlages OB iiic. os ca nBUELedi-s tacos 1-4 yrs & $50, Lex rec. 
2060... ..- 1955... .. | Wilson, Jerice Consule-.-----.-- Committed. 
Wi acas 1953_....} | MAO. JON... en nne bins 20-60 mos. 
1286___...| 1952 =] Ww ilson, Robt. Woodrow. -.--- .| 16 mos-4 yrs. 
1270 T....| 1952.....|.----d0...---------------»---=-- | 16 mos-4 yrs & $50, Lex 
rec. 
1280 T._..| 1952.___. | Wilson, Roberta Virginia... __-| 6 mos-2 yrs. 
1427._....) 1963..... | Wing, BOE COR St oonctt awk 2-6 yrs, 
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Defendant Charge Disposition 


Winston, Thomas Lord.......| H & JM-..-.-- | 3-9 yrs. 
d es can ene 1-3 yrs & $100 at expir of. 


W tee, Ghosepie Be . i. 5... Meh... <2... | OS yre—Pred. 
Witherspoon, Harvey I AIS, i. instinct 6-18 yrs. 
d Gambling, ......-...- Acquitted. 
-| Uniform.................| $500 or 1 yr—Suspended. 
Wong, Wing On pt mL. consol) Se ee. 
1170 Bo. Woods, James Francis --- ----- 0 RS oc leiocuenes | 8-24 mos. 
1508 F-.<- : Woods, Leo William ..------| 20 mos-5 yrs. 
2042 | Woods, Nellie L..............| H & JM... -2:2.--2.-2£.] 1 yr. 
1209_.---- , Woodward, Pearl H I Dismissed. 
Dismissed. 
. in taattecainietean 
1190 T_... ae eae 20 mos-5 yrs. 
2-5 yrs at expiration of 
above Lex rec. 
1-5 yrs. 
| Dismissed. 
} | Dismissed. 
Hsb & Lar | 1-3 yrs. 
a aS 2-6 yrs. 
| 1-3 yrs consecutively 
| With 20-60 mos. 
| 1-3 yrs & $100. 
| 90 days. 
18-54 mos. 
Yarbrough, Helen___---------- r J} ecb eomrcendeslt Se 
| Yarmack, Morris H | $300 or 120 days. 
Yee, Ng Tick ) | Dismissed. 
| Yip, Lin | : J} 20 mos-5 yrs & $25. 
Young, Harold r J] 20 mos-5 yrs & $500. 
Zammichielli, John M ------- Com. custody of Atty 
Gen. 
Zumbo, Thelma I SD i ccccameuniineceen Ft $25. 














Exuisit No. 7 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 
September 6, 1955 


Submitted by Mr. Gilbert E. Yates, Director of the Division of Narcotic Drugs, 
United Nations 


About 90 states participate in the international control of narcotic drugs by 
being parties to at least 1 of the 8S multilateral narcotics treaties in force. Inter- 
national narcotics contrel owes its origin to the initiative taken by the Govern- 
ment of the United States and, in particular, by President Theodore Roosevelt. 
This initiative led to the first multipartite conference on narcotics, when the 
International Opium Commission, eomposed of governments having possessions 
in the Far East, met in Shanghai in 1909. Since then an effective international 
narcoties control system has been built up step by step, from 1921 under the aus- 
pices of the League of Nations and since 146 of the United Nations. The Gov- 
ernment of the’ United States has steadily participated in this international 
enterprise and has often initiated the adoption of new measures. 

The basic aim of international as well as national narcotics eontrol is the pre- 
vention of the misuse of narcotic drugs, i. e., use for gratifying addiction, and of 
the resulting damaze to public health in particular and society in general. It is 
essential in this connection to prevent the diversion of narcotics from licit into 
illicit channels and to insure that the effective operation of narcotics contro] in a 
given country is not impeded by lack of control or ineffective control in another 
country. 

The international regime which has peen set up to achieve these aims requires 
governments to exercise control over the production and distribution of nareotie 
drugs, to take measures to combat the illicit traffic, to maintain the necessary 
administrative machinery and to report to international organs on their actions, 
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The international organs may make recommendations to governments and, if 
need be, criticize their actions. However, to avoid misunderstanding it should 
be stated that the international organs for the control of narcotie drugs have no 
supranational character, and that in general they cannot adopt decisions which 
would be binding upon governments without their consent. These organs exert 
their influence upon governments by advice and criticism, if necessary public, 
and by the resort to national and international public opinion which such criticism 
implies. 


CONTROL OF PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS 


Under the existing control system, governments are obligated to limit the use 
of narcotic drugs to medical and scientific purposes. They must accordingly 
limit their narcotics supplies to the approximate amounts needed for such pur- 
poses. Except in cases of government monopolies, persons engaged in the 
production and distribution of narcotic drugs must have a license. The manu- 
facture of narcotic drugs may take place only on premises licensed for that pur- 
pose. Imports and exports are also subject to a licensing system, and export 
must not be permitted unless the government of the importing country certifies 
in advance its previous consent. Governments must establish annual advance 
estimates of their narcotic requirements. They allocate quotas to manufacturers 
and/or importers to regulate supplies, which must not exceed the estimates. 
Retail sale, dispensation, or administration of narcotic drugs is in general permitted 
only on medical prescription. Persons dealing in narcotics are required to 
maintain records of their transactions, which are inspected by government 
officials. 

FIGHT AGAINST THE ILLICIT TRAFFIC 


Governments are bound to take measures to suppress the illicit traffic in narcotie 
drugs. They must severely punish illicit traffickers, particularly by imprison- 
ment, and render each other mutual assistance by exchange of relevant informa- 
tion and other appropriate means, in discovering and apprehending traffickers, 
and in preventing offenders from escapting prosecution and punishment because of 
lack of local criminal jurisdiction. 


NATIONAL CONTROL ORGANS 


Each government must maintain a special administration for the application 
of the narcotics regime on the national plane, i. e., the control of the narcotics 
trade, the campaign against drug addiction, and the suppression of illicit traffic. 


INTERNATIONAL ACCOUNTING 


An international reporting system is provided for. Governments must furnish 
to international control organs annual reports on the working of the narcotics 
control system in their territories; annual advance estimates of their narcotics 
requirements; annual and quarterly statistical returns; reports of cases of illicit 
traffic; and texts of laws and regulations enacted to carry out the provisions of the 
narcotics treaties. 

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL ORGANS 
Special organs 


There are at present 4 international organs exclusively concerned with 
problems of narcotic drugs, the first 3 being United Nations organs and the 
fourth an organ of the World Health Organization: 

(a) The Commission on Narcotic Drugs 

(b) and (c) The Permanent Central Opium Board and the Drug Super- 
visory Body 

(d) The Expert Committee on Drugs Liable To Produce Addiction of the 
World Health Organization. 


THE COMMISSION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS 


This Commission is one of the functional commissions of the Economic and 
Social Council of the United Nations. It took the place of the earlier Advisory 
Committee of the League of Nations on the Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous 
Drugs. It is composed of 15 governments chosen by the Economic and Social 
Council, because they are the principal manufacturers of narcotic drugs, or are 
producers of opium, or are primary targets of the international illicit traffic. 
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The present members are Canada, China, Egypt, France, Greece, India, Iran, 
Mexico, Peru, Poland, Turkey, the U.S. 8S. R., the United Kingdom, the United 
States of America, and Yugoslavia. 

The Commission is the general policvmaking and legislative organ of inter- 
national narcotics control. It review annually the situation in all countries by 
examining inter alia the reports furnished by governments, including the annual 
reports on the working of narcotics control in individual countries, reports of 
cases of illicit traffic, and laws enacted to implement the narcotics treaties. It 
also considers what improvements are necessary in the international narcotics 
control system, and prepares new measures for this purpose. 

The Commission exercises considerable influence by its power to appeal to 
public opinion. It affords an international forum where the problem of the illicit 
traffic in narcotic drugs can be and is publicly discussed, and where any govern- 
ment whose territory has been used as a base for the illicit traffic may without 
fear or favor be publicly asked to account for its stewardship.! 


THE PERMANENT CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD 


The functions of the Permanent Central Opium Board and the Drug Super- 
visory Body are closely interlocked, and they work in close association. [A draft 
treaty prepared by the Commission on Narcotic Drugs would inter alia provide 
that the Drug Supervisory Body and Permanent Central Opium Board be 
replaced by a single body.] 

The eight members of the Board are at present appointed by the Economic 
and Social Council. They must be independent experts and must not receive or 
follow government instructions. 

The Board receives the statistical returns of governments and examines them 
in order to see whether the estimates of drug requirements furnished by each 
government have been exceeded, and whether governments comply with their 
international obligations in respect of the control of the movement of drugs. The 
Board has a general responsibility to watch continuously the course of the inter- 
national trade in narcotie substances for the purpose of establishing whether ex- 
cessive quantities of narcotics are accumulating in any country or whether there 
is a danger of that country becoming a center of illicit traffic. The Board may 
consult with and make recommendations to the government concerned, and in 
serious cases is empowered to recommend to all governments to cease exporting 
narcotics to the defaulting country. In view of these functions the Board is 
often referred to as a semijudicial or administrative organ of international 
narcotics control. 

Mr. Herbert L. May, a United States citizen, is one of the present members of 
the Permanent Central Opium Board. 


THE DRUG SUPERVISORY BODY 


This Body is composed of 4 experts, 2 appointed by the World Health Organiza- 
tion, 1 by the Commission on Narcotic Drugs, and 1 by the Permanent Central 
Opium Board. The Supervisory Body reviews annually the advance estimates 
which each government furnishes of its narcotics requirements. It can ask 
governments for explanations and amend the estimates with the consent of the 
government concerned. The estimates as furnished or amended must not be 
exceeded by governments. 

Mr. Herbert L. May, a United States citizen, is one of the present members of 
the Drug Supervisory Body. 


THE WHO EXPERT COMMITTEE ON DRUGS LIABLE TO PRODUCE ADDICTION 


This Committee is mainly concerned with the medical aspects of drug addiction. 
It evaluates also the dangerous properties of new drugs with a view to determining 
whether they should be placed under international control. 


SECRETARIAL SERVICES OF THE SPECIAL ORGANS OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 
CONTROL 


The Commission on Narcotic Drugs is served by the Division of Narcotic 
Drugs of the United Nations Secretariat, which also performs for the principal 
organs of the United Nations concerned, viz, the Economic and Social Council 


' Statement of the late Stuart J. Fuller, American observer on the Opium Advisory Committee of the 
League of Nations; Department of State Press Release, February 5, 1938. 
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and the General Assembly, the administrative and secretarial work necessary in 
the field of narcotic drugs. The Division (total staff, 26) is composed of the 
Office of the Director and .2 sections, one dealing with the implementation of 
existing narcotic treaties and the other with planning new measures, including 
drafting new treaties if necessary, scientific research, and publication of a quarterly 
Narcotics Bulletin. The Drug Supervisory Body and the Permanent Central 
Opium Board are served by a separate joint Secretariat (total staff, 9) nominated 
by the Board and appointed by the Secretary General of the United Nations. 
The Expert Committee on Drugs Liable To Produce Addiction is served by a 
section of the World Health Organization Secretariat (total staff, 2). [The 
Secretariats concerned are now located in Geneva.] 


OTHER ORGANS OF THE UNITED NATIONS AND SPECIALIZED AGENCIES CONCERNED 
WITH PROBLEMS OF NARCOTICS CONTROL 


Following the League of Nations, which by express provisions of its covenant 
(art. 23 (c)) was charged with functions in the field of narcotic drugs, the United 
Nations counts among its social functions the fight against drug addition, al- 
though its charter does not make an express reference to it.2) The General 
Assembly, the Trusteeship Council, the Economic and Social Council, and the 
Secretariat of the United Nations thus deal with problems of narcotic drugs at 
some of their sessions, the Economic and Social Council in particular receiving 
annual reports from the Commission on Narcotic Drugs and from the Permanent 
Central Opium Board. 

On occasion also organs of other: organizations, the World Health Assembly, 
the Executive Board of the World Health Orzanization, the Executive and Liaison 
Committee of the Universal Postal Union, and the Universal Postal C ongress, deal 
with narcotics problems from aspects which particularly concern them. 


GAPS IN INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 


The industrial and distribution phase of the narcoties trade is under the present 
system subject to a detailed and generally effective control svstem. On the other 
hand, the agricultural activities involved in growing the raw materials (opium, 
poppy straw, coca leaves, cannabis, Indian hemp, marihuana, hashish) for the 
manufacture of natural narcotic drugs are internationally either not controlled, 
or pending the entry into force of the United Nations Opium Protocol, 1953, in the 
case of opium, subject only to the obligation of parties in general terms to insure 
the “control’’ of production. Apart from the fact that agricultural processes are 
in general more difficult to’control than industry, the administrative conditions 
in some of the raw material-producing countries do not facilitate-effective control 
of the growth of these materials. Opium can thus relatively easily be obtained 
as raw material for the clandestine manufacture of such drugs as morphine and 
heroin, and coca leaves for the illicit manufacture of cocaine. 

This situation has constituted a serious gap in the system of international con- 
trol of narcotics, particularly since one of these raw materials, opium, is by itself 
a dangerous narcotic substance. The situation has been considerably improved 
largely under the impact of the present system of international control. As a 
result it has been possible to conclude the United Nations Opium Protocol of 1953 
(which has not-yet entered into force) which inter alia provides that opium-produc- 
ing countries must apply a strict licensing svstem to the farmers who cultivate the 
poppy for the production of opium, and must establish a governmental monopoly 
of the wholesale and foreign trade in opium. In addition, the existing system of 
estimates and statistics applicable to manufactured narcotics is, mutatis mutandis, 
extended to opium by the protocol. 

Parties to the protocol would not be permitted to hold larger; opium stocks 
than the maxima provided for in the protocol. An indirect method designed to 
limit opium production to the amounts needed for medical and scientifie purposes 
is thus established. Moreover, the number of countries authorized to produce 


opium for export would be limited to those expressly enumerated in the protocol 
for that purpose. 


2 Fifth Report of the Drafting Committee of Committee II/3 of the San Francisco United Nations Con- 
ference, WD 40 II/3/A/5, May 26, 1945; statements of the United States, Canadian, Chinese and Indian 
representatives in Committee IT/3; verbatim minutes of the 19th meeting, June 4, 19453 
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Codification of International Narcotics Law 


The Commission has prepared a draft of a ‘single convention’’ which is 
designed to replace all existing multilateral narcotics treaties. It would also 
simplify the existing international control machinery and extend effective inter- 
national control not only to opium, but also to poppy straw, coca leaves, and can- 
nabis. Special provisions would be included toward a solution of the growing 
problem presented by the development of synthetic narcotics, 


List oF MULTILATERAL Narcotics TREATIES 


International Opium Convention, signed at The Hague, 23.1.1912 

International Opium Convention, signed at Geneva, 19.2.1925 (USA not a party) 

International Convention for Limiting the Manufacture and Regulating the 
Distribution of Narcotic Drugs, signed at Geneva, 13.7.1931 

The Convention of 1936 for the Suppression of the Illicit Traffic in Dangerous 
Drugs (USA not a party) 

Agreement Concerning the Manufacture of, Internal Trade in, and Use of Prepared 
Opium, signed at Geneva, 11.2.1925 (USA not a party) 

Agreement for the Control of Opium-Smoking in the Far East, signed at Bangkok 
on 27.11.1931 (USA not a party) 

Protocol of 1946 amending the Agreements, Conventions and Protocols on 
Narcotic Drugs, concluded at The Hague on 23.1.1912; at Geneva on 11.2.1925 
and 13.7.1931; at Bangkok on 27.11.1931, and at Geneva on 26.6.1936 

Protocol, signed at Paris on 19 November 1948, bringing under international 
control drugs outside the scope of the Convention of 13 July 1931 for Limiting 
the Manufacture and Regulating the Distribution of Narcotic Drugs, as 
amended by the Protocol signed at Lake Success on 11 December 1946 

Protocol for Limiting and eae the Cultivation of the Poppy Plant, the 
Production of, International and Wholesale Trade in, and Use of Opium, 
signed at New York on 23.6.1953 (United Nations Opium Protocol, 1953) 
(not yet in force, ratified by USA) 
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